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I. Introduction 
 
Why Informal Groups? 
“When you don’t stick together, you don’t have an effect.” 
  — Congressman Mark Meadows (NC-11) 
  Chairman, House Freedom Caucus 
 
 Political scientists have long been interested in how legislators make their decisions in 
office and on the campaign trail. Excellent scientific scholarship has highlighted why legislators 
engage in many of the actions we care about such as bill introductions, votes, amendments, 
statements to the press, and more recently, on social media platforms. In the political science 
community, however, one crucial piece of the puzzle to understanding these behaviors of has 
been largely ignored: membership in informal groups. Thus far, there have been very few 
analyses of the role of these informal groups in the U.S. Congress, and, of those that do, an 
analysis of the why of Congressional informal group membership is notably absent. This research 
will seek to meaningfully fill this hole in the literature and develop theories of informal group 
membership and how they relate to legislative behavior. While grounded in the particular rules, 
customs, traditions, membership, and norms of the modern U.S. House of Representatives, the 
findings of this research will attempt to be generalizable to other similar legislative institutions 
such as the U.S. Senate, state legislatures, parliamentary systems, and perhaps even legislative 
systems around the world.  
 
Goals of Research 
 The primary goal of this research project shall be to help fill the existing dearth of 
knowledge and scholarship that exists within the political science literature regarding informal 
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groups, determine what factors are relevant to members of the United States House of 
Representatives and their decision to join informal groups within this body, and to help develop 
an increased appreciation within the political science and public policy communities for these 
groups and their policy effects. Through the research methods developed in this project, critical 
and novel conclusions regarding informal groups shall be introduced and developed. This project 
shall additionally create a roadmap for future research and academic analysis that, while beyond 
the scope of this particular project, are nonetheless worthy avenues for further development. 
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II. Literature Review 
 
 The political science literature is rich with competing descriptions, analyses, and 
explanations regarding how members of Congress choose to campaign, vote, and justify those 
votes to their constituents. There are, however, specific aspects of congressional behavior that 
have escaped the rigorous analysis of political scientists. This is the case regarding the 
phenomenon under consideration in this work, the formation and corresponding effects of 
informal groups in the U.S. House of Representatives. Despite this general dearth within the 
literature, however, there are three stand-out examples of substantive research:  Hammond, 
Mulhollan, and Stevens’ “Informal Congressional Caucuses and Agenda Setting;” Pinney and 
Serra’s “The Congressional Black Caucus and Vote Cohesion: Placing the Caucus within House 
Voting Patterns;” and Stevens, Mullohan, and Rundquist’s “U. S. Congressional Structure and 
Representation: The Role of Informal Groups.” Additionally, there exist two overarching 
frameworks of Congressional behavior I shall seek to explain and incorporate into my analysis: 
Elitist Theory and the Electoral Connection1 from David Mayhew (1974).  
 The framework of Elitist Theory, essentially, contends that public policy outcomes are 
chiefly the result of the “wisdom, loyalty, and skill” of elite actors in political institutions.2 This 
is built upon the predication that the voting public is in general uneducated and have policy 
preferences that range from very weak or none at all. Among the most extreme and well-known 
examples of this is demonstrated by Converse (1964):  
                                                
1 David Mayhew, Congress: The Electoral Connection, (New Haven: Yale University 
Press, 1974). 
 
2 Jack Walker, “A Critique of The Elitist Theory of Democracy,” The American Political 
Science Review Vol. 60, no. 2 (June 1966), 286. 
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The substantive conclusion imposed by these technical maneuvers is simply that large 
portions of the electorate do not have meaningful beliefs, even on issues that have formed 
the basis for intense political controversy among elites for substantial periods of time. If 
this conclusion seems self-evident, it is worth reflecting on the constancy with which it is 
ignored and on the fact that virtually none of the common modes of dealing empirically 
with public beliefs take it into account.3 
 
This framework of congressional behavior would lend itself to a theory of informal group 
formation and behavior generally divorced from electoral concerns. Instead, elitist theory would 
suggest that the primary force behind the creation of informal groups in the House of 
Representatives and their corresponding explanatory power over member voting can be 
explained primarily through the lens of member ideology, interest group theory, or political 
institutions.  
 A competing framework of congressional behavior is the “Electoral Connection” model 
of Mayhew (1974). Mayhew argues for the importance of re-election as the relevant force behind 
congressional behavior with his characterization of congressmen as “single minded re-election 
seekers.”4 He notes that congressional preferences for “good policy” rest almost exclusively on 
the ability of a member to be successfully reelected. Thus, he argues, all other notions of 
preference and ideology should be considered secondary.5 Within this framework, joining an 
informal group is among the myriad ways in which a member of the House of Representatives 
                                                
3 Philip Converse, “The Nature of Belief Systems in Mass Publics.” In Ideology and 
Discontent, edited by David Apter, (New York: The Free Press, 1964), 245. 
 
4 David Mayhew, Congress: The Electoral Connection, (New Haven: Yale University 
Press, 1974), 17.  
 
5 Ibid, 16. 
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can position-take, defined by Mayhew as “the public enunciation of a judgmental statement on 
anything likely to be of interest to political actors” to increase chances of re-election.6  
Beyond these broad behavioral analyses, though, there exist more specific research on the 
role of informal groups in the House of Representatives. First among these is “Informal 
Congressional Caucuses and Agenda Setting.” In this work Hammond, Mulhollan, and Stevens 
introduce a useful definition of informal groups (though they use the term “caucus”) to their 
analysis that I plan to incorporate into my research: “We define congressional caucuses as 
voluntary associations of members of Congress, without recognition in chamber rules or line 
item appropriations, which seek to have a role in the policy process. These groups have standard 
organizational attributes: a name, a membership list, leadership, and staffing arrangements.”7 
This definition includes several important distinctions that are important for a reader to 
understand. First, these groups are informal in nature, the importance of this distinction being 
that an informal group is not recognized or governed by the rules of the U.S. House of 
Representatives. Second, these groups are voluntary in that they depend on the decisions of 
individual congressmen, making them distinct from committee assignments that are mostly 
determined by House leadership and state delegations that are inherently static. Hammond et al. 
also develop important theories regarding the purpose and power of informal groups. Primarily, 
they show that such groups help members to either set or maintain the agenda for the particular 
issue areas they wish to focus on during their time in public office.8 
                                                
6 Ibid, 61. 
 
7 Susan Hammond, Daniel Mulhollan, and Arthur Stevens, “Informal Congressional 
Caucuses and Agenda Setting,” (The Western Political Quarterly Vol. 38, no. 4 (December 
1985), 583. 
 
8 Ibid, 584. 
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 In “The Congressional Black Caucus and Vote Cohesion: Placing the Caucus within 
House Voting Patterns,” Pinney and Serra demonstrate the potential power of an informal group 
as an explanatory variable for voting behavior.9 Pinney and Serra show that membership in the  
Congressional Black Caucus has a higher degree of explanatory for its members ideology and 
voting behavior than either their regional or state political party preferences.10 Additionally, 
Pinney and Serra develop strategic explanations of informal group behavior and the 
corresponding incentives for members to participate in them, “Congressional scholars have 
shown that unity in roll-call voting enhances the impact of legislative groups to bargain within 
the policymaking process, and more importantly, permits them to negotiate effectively with other 
blocs in the House of Representatives.”11 
 In “U. S. Congressional Structure and Representation: The Role of Informal Groups,” 
Stevens, Mulhollan, and Rundquist study the power of informal groups to allow members to 
become more representative of their constituencies.12 They demonstrate the ability of caucuses to 
transcend the boundaries of pre-determined and official organizations in the House of 
Representatives: 
Informal congressional groups expand the opportunity for members and for Congress 
collectively to be responsive to constituents. Group membership penetrates the boundaries 
of committees, sub-committees, parties, and occasionally, the chamber, ameliorating many 
                                                
9 Neil Pinney and George Serra, “The Congressional Black Caucus and Vote Cohesion: 
Placing the Caucus within House Voting Patterns,” (Political Research Quarterly Vol 52, no. 3 
(September 1999), 583. 
 
10 Ibid. 
 
11 Ibid. 
 
12 Arthur Stevens, Daniel Mulhollan, and Paul Rundquist. “U. S. Congressional Structure 
and Representation: The Role of Informal Groups,” (Legislative Studies Quarterly Vol. 6, no. 3 
(August 1981), 415. 
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of the structural constraints on effective representation. Groups play a role in collecting 
needed information, in placing issues on the legislative agenda and stimulating their 
consideration, and in mobilizing voting coalitions.13 
 
These findings, coupled with those of Hammond et al. and Pinney, suggest that there is 
consensus in the literature that informal group membership increases a member’s ability to 
mobilize support and/or set the agenda for particular policy goals. The underlying motivations 
for this behavior, however, can be debated. The literature is conflicted concerning the primary 
motivator of congressional behavior, including informal group membership and their vote 
cohesion, between individual member preferences and electoral considerations.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                
13 Ibid. 
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III. Theory & Hypotheses  
 
 
Research Question 
 
Under what conditions do members of the United States House of Representatives choose to 
participate in informal groups? 
 
Independent Variables 
 
Representative Conditions 
 
 Every member of the United States House of Representatives has their own beliefs, 
ideologies, passions, interests, and style. These personal qualities are essential to understand if 
one wishes to study any aspect of congressional behavior, and holds especially true for the study 
informal groups. The lack of in-depth research regarding membership of these groups in the 
United States House of Representatives necessitates an exploration of possible variables 
affecting these legislatively significant groups. Among these possible variables are the member-
level conditions that shall be noted and developed below and include party, ideology, and 
personal interest. 
 
Representative Party 
 
 The structure of political parties within the United States House of Representatives has 
been well documented within the political science and public policy communities and has been 
demonstrated as among the primary determinants of Congressional behavior. Thus, it is essential 
to explore the possible effects of these structures on informal group membership in the United 
States House of Representatives in order to determine to what extent this effect exists. If Stevens 
et al. are correct is asserting that informal groups serve to transcend the fault lines of party, then 
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this effect will be small.14 In the increasingly partisan post-reform United States House of 
Representatives it is likely that these political party structures will have a measurable effect, even 
if it can simply be explained through socialization effects for members’ respective party 
conferences.  
 
Representative Ideology   
 
  While legislative voting data has concluded that the political parties have been, in recent 
Congresses, increasingly polarized and that there exists no overlap in the ideological makeup15 of 
the differing parties in the United States House of Representatives, significant intra-party 
ideological differences in addition to the increasing inter-party differences remain. These 
ideological distinctions are often not captured by the traditional conservative-liberal spectrum or 
by the Republican-Democrat split, so viewing political party as the sole measure of ideological 
leanings is ineffective. This is particularly true when considering the specificity with which 
informal groups are able to express policy preferences in conjunction with their ability to allow 
for broad policy coalitions. The manifestation of intra-party splits as informal groups16 is of 
special significance here, and seems to clearly communicate the role of ideology in a member’s 
decision to join particular informal groups and whether or not to advertise this decision to their 
constituents. These intra-party groups allow members the chance to communicate more nuanced 
policy positions than would ordinarily be available to them under the binary political party 
                                                
 
15 i.e. The most liberal Republican is markedly more conservative than the most 
conservative Democrat.  
 
16 Blue Dog Coalition/Progressive Caucus for the Democratic Conference in addition to 
the Freedom Caucus/Tuesday Group for the Republican Conference.  
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system in the House of Representatives. Increasingly challenging political party primary 
elections for seats in the House of Representatives likely have made intra-party distinctions more 
acute in the minds of members and are likely under increased pressure to demonstrate their 
ideology as it relates to other members of their party. 
 
Representative Personal Interest 
 
  Independent of a member’s party and ideological character, every member of the United 
States House of Representatives has personal traits related to race, nationality, ethnicity, gender, 
professional history, or interest. While this is more challenging to define than the more public 
and quantitative measures of vote history and party membership, it is nevertheless an important 
factor for informal group membership. The huge variance in the organizing mission of these 
informal groups suggests the role of personal interest in informal group membership. As noted 
by members of the United States House of Representatives are not wholly replaceable with 
members who have similar ideologies or party affiliations and their own experiences play a 
central role in all aspects of their behavior while in office, suggesting its importance for the 
decision of which informal groups to join. In fact, the informality of these groups suggests that 
personal interest plays an even more central role to this aspect of legislative behavior as 
compared to voting since there is total freedom for members to engage with as many or as few 
informal groups as they wish and the extent to which they participate within them. This is not the 
case with legislative actions since the choices of members are significantly constrained by House 
rules, customs, and the decisions of leadership   
 
District Conditions 
  While ideological, party affiliation and personal interest represent a large degree of the 
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factors relevant to the actions of members of the United States House of Representatives, the 
tradition of representativeness, and the race to appear a credible delegate for their constituency, 
is important to consider when analyzing any aspect of behavior in Congress. Informal groups in 
particular are quite often tied to these constituency concerns and signal important priorities to 
constituents in their districts and can serve, in the words of Congressman Meadows (NC-11), as 
“resume-boosters” in bids for reelection.17 
 
District Geographic Conditions 
 
  District conditions are likely particularly potent predictors of informal group membership 
for geographic conditions. Members will seek to be associated with the geographic conditions of 
their districts, particularly if they are known nationally, and to be seen as engaged in their 
protection, use, or development. The representative function seems particularly strong for these 
types of conditions and are well represented among the informal groups of the United States 
House of Representatives. An excellent example of this very type of substantive geographic 
representation is the Chesapeake Bay Watershed Caucus. Appendix B contains the 2011 press 
conference announcing its formation and contains meaningful insights into member’s reasons for 
doing so: 
"It is important that we come together for the future of the Chesapeake Bay," 
[Congressman] Wittman [VA-01] said. "One of the most critical resources in this 
region, the Bay demands our attention and common sense action to preserve it for future 
generations. Bay states are historically, economically and culturally tied to the waters 
of the Chesapeake Bay; its restoration is one of my highest priorities. This Caucus 
brings together multiple partners to chart a path forward in Congress for the Bay."18 
                                                
 17 Congressman Mark Meadows in discussion with the author, March 2018. 
 
18 “Virginia, Maryland Representatives Launch Congressional Chesapeake Bay 
Watershed Caucus,” bobbyscott.house.gov, Office of Congressman Bobby Scott. 
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This type of representation is very important to understanding informal group behavior in the 
House of Representatives since this type of representative description is a significant portion of 
how members of Congress communicate with their constituents.19 
 
District Economic Conditions  
  Similar to the above variable, district economic conditions have a nascent effect on the 
actions of Members of the United States House of Representatives and members seem to take the 
representative function of the office particularly seriously in regards to economic conditions of 
their district. Congressman Meadows described the process of joining the Congressional Candy 
Caucus after a tour of a local confectionary manufacturing facility:  
Collin M. Miller: Speaking of constituency driven groups, one of my 
inspirations for this project was when I was working in 
your office and you and another Member of Congress 
toured a local candy manufacturing plant in the 11th 
district and your subsequent joining of the House Candy 
Caucus. 
 
Congressman Meadows: We toured one of the manufacturers in the 
district. I have been convinced to join caucuses 
I normally would not have been engaged in. The 
Candy Caucus has tried to convince me to vote 
with them on candy related issues and 
legislation, and I have.20 
 
This speaks to the role of economic conditions on informal membership behavior. Members are 
often able to utilize the zero-cost act of informal group membership to signal to their constituents 
employed and involved with certain industries that they are plugged into their economic needs. 
                                                
19 Ibid. 
 
 20 Congressman Mark Meadows in discussion with the author, March 2018. 
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While the type of legislative cooperation discussed by Congressman Meadows represents a cost 
(as well as potential electoral rewards), it is not the membership itself that has these affects but 
the effort for cooperation. 
 
District Demographic Conditions 
 Just as geographic and economic conditions effect legislative behavior, so too does the 
demographic information of a district. The national origin, race, and identities of constituents and 
voters in their districts is of understandably high concern to a member of Congress as they seek 
to be an effective conduit for their constituents’ wishes in Washington. The various identities of 
constituents in their district affects how a member will behave as a representative and to a large 
extent determine the informal groups they pursue or accept membership of while in Congress. 
Similar to economic conditions, the cost of joining an informal group related to a particular 
demographic/community group is costless and allows members to easily advertise the group’s 
interests as a priority for their work in Congress. In fact, there can be significant rewards for 
members who utilize these groups to work within a collective framework to support the interests 
of a particular demographic/community group. Through this and the utilization of the “Power of 
Negation,” members can help to mold legislation in favor of their constituent groups’ interests.21 
Dependent Variable 
 
Representative Informal Group Membership 
 
 The dependent variable in this project shall be the particular informal groups a member of 
the Unites States House of Representatives chooses to join.  
 
 
                                                
 21 Ibid. 
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Hypotheses  
 
Hypothesis 1:  Members of the United States House of Representatives join informal groups that 
are pertinent to their constituency. 
 This hypothesis is grounded primarily on the framework of legislative behavior as being 
driven by electoral interests. Informal groups are a method for members of the United States 
House of Representatives to take positions of high relevance to their constituency. This position-
taking is an important factor during the election context in which members of the United States 
House of Representatives attempt to showcase their legislative efforts and effectiveness to 
constituents in a succinct and memorable way. Stating membership or leadership in an informal 
group that is of significance to a member’s constituency is a costless way to communicate this 
legislative effectiveness, particularly for those who are not politically engaged and who may 
confuse the role of informal groups and committees in the legislative process.  
Sub-Hypothesis 1a: The presence of a distinct geographic region in a representative’s district 
increases the likelihood that member of the U.S. House of Representative’s district will be a 
member of an informal group related to that region.  
 
 Geographically distinct regions within a member’s constituency represent an ample 
opportunity to demonstrate they are representing significant component parts of their district of 
high cultural significance. These are in many ways the low-hanging fruit of representativeness as 
districts will more than likely already be known for these geographic regions and thus the 
connection to informal groups is fairly direct. These geographic characteristics are often the most 
notable portion of a representative’s district on the national level and constituents expect their 
member of Congress to represent this geographic area well on their national platform. A 
prominent example of this can be seen in Appendix B, which denotes the creation of the 
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Chesapeake Bay Watershed Caucus and its creators noting its status as a “national treasure.”22 
This type of language communicates clearly to constituents that a member of the House of 
Representatives is, at least symbolically, defending their interests while also serving as an 
important cultural ambassador to the nation on behalf of their district.  
Sub-Hypothesis 1b: The higher the level of economic activity23 of a particular industry within 
their constituency increases the likelihood that a member of the U.S. House will join an informal 
group related to that industry. 
 
 The zero to low cost associated with either joining or forming a caucus suggest that any 
perceived electoral benefit by the member will be sufficient to cause either the formation or 
joining of a caucus by a reelection-minded representative. Therefore, if an industry makes up a 
significant portion of either the workforce or investment in their constituency, a member will be 
incentivized to demonstrate their responsiveness to this industry. Membership in such an 
informal group helps to build a narrative of an incumbent as being, a least to a certain extent, 
responsible for economic growth within their constituency. In addition, there are notable cases in 
which certain industries, similar to geographic conditions, are of significant cultural value. 
Prominent examples of this are the entertainment industry in Los Angeles (corresponding with 
the Creative Rights, ECompetiveness in Entertainment Technology, and Film Diversity 
Caucuses), the coal industry in West Virginia (corresponding with the Coal Caucus), and the 
citrus industry in Florida (corresponding with the Citrus Caucus). It is particularly important for 
members to demonstrate they are in lockstep with these industries due to the fusion of cultural 
and economic factors  
 
                                                
22 “Virginia, Maryland Representatives Launch Congressional Chesapeake Bay 
Watershed Caucus,” bobbyscott.house.gov, Office of Congressman Bobby Scott. 
 
23 In terms of employment, number of establishments, and level of investment.  
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Sub-Hypothesis 1c:  The higher the number of members of a particular population or community 
within their constituency increases the likelihood that a member of the U.S. House will join an 
informal group related to that population or community. 
 
  In addition to the desire to represent their constituencies in geographic and economic 
matters, there also exists the incentive for members of the United States House of 
Representatives to be viewed as representative of the needs of their constituent groups and 
populations (i.e. groups of voters). The increased number and visibility of these groups’ 
members likewise increases the political power of these groups and the resulting race by 
members of Congress to be seen as delegates of their interests. While it is sometimes the case 
that smaller and minority groups can be more organized and have increased levels of 
sophisticated political communication, members are more likely to respond to the interests of 
their largest constituent communities as they are likely to be the source of voters. The race to be 
perceived as representative of these interests supports the hypothesis that members will join and 
advertise their membership in informal groups related to these populations and communities. 
Informal groups can help to demonstrate visibility for the group on the national stage and ensure 
members of that population that their interests will be at the top-of-mind for the member of the 
House of Representatives during the course of the legislative process and in oversight of 
executive agencies. Prominent examples of this type of informal group are the Congressional 
Black Caucus, Congressional Hispanic Caucus, Congressional Asian-Pacific American Caucus, 
and the Native American Caucus. 
 
Hypothesis 2: Members of the United States House of Representatives from different political 
parties will exhibit differing rates of informal group membership. 
 
 The strong group dynamics of the political party conferences in the United States House 
of Representatives implies that political parties will have differing experiences and high levels of 
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inter-party differences, but high levels of intra-party cohesion on many tactics and procedure 
common in the House of Representatives. This socialization effect likely is carried over into the 
customs and procedures for joining informal groups and should thus be considered a factor for 
analysis.  
 
Hypothesis 3: Members of the House join informal groups that are related to their own ideology.  
 
 In addition to caucus membership as the result of electoral position taking, caucus 
membership can also be explained through the framework of individual policy preferences of 
members. In this way, members of congress are, to use the terminology of Junke and Pruhs, not 
“replaceable” with their co-partisans.24 Individual members have sufficient differentiation of 
individual ideological preferences that unique combinations of informal group membership not 
only are possible, but are common. The huge variety of the organizing mission of these groups 
allows members to engage in ideological issues that are critical to their own conceptions of good 
governance or good policy. The extremely low cost of either joining or forming an informal 
group empowers members to communicate their dedication to specific policy issues such as 
privacy (Privacy and 4th Amendment Caucuses), legislative-executive relations (Article One and 
Constitution Caucuses), labor policy (Labor & Working Families, Full Employment, Blue 
Collar, and Manufacturing Caucuses), investment (Global Investment in America Caucus), rural 
issues (Agriculture and Rural Task Force), and urban issues (Urban and Urban Regional Studies 
Caucuses).  
                                                
24 Juenke, Eric, and Robert Preuhs. “Irreplaceable Legislators?  Rethinking Minority 
Representatives in the New Century.” American Journal of Political Science 56, no. 3 (2012), 
707. 
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Hypothesis 4: Members of the House join informal groups pertaining to their personal interests 
and backgrounds. 
 
 While all of the above hypotheses have noted the importance of party, ideology, and 
constituency based factors of legislative behavior, there exists another factor within the process 
of caucus membership that is more elusive, that of personal interest. While it may seem difficult 
to define this, it certainly plays a role in the mechanism for caucus membership. This can be 
demonstrated by the existence of informal groups such as the Rugby or Olympic Caucuses and 
while it can always be posited that even these informal group memberships are tied to some 
district condition, the most direct and self-evident connection for these types of informal groups 
seems to be the personal interest of a member of the House of Representatives. 
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IV. Methods 
 
Operationalization of Independent Variables  
 
Representative Party     
 
 Representative party shall be collected from the Office of the House Clerk and consists of 
the official political party conference of which a representative is a member during their time in 
the House of Representatives.       
 
Representative Ideology 
 
 Representative ideology shall be operationalized with the DW Nominate Score system. 
This system is widely regarded in both the political science and public policy communities as an 
accurate measure of the ideological voting patterns for members of the United States House of 
Representatives and Senate and contains data for every member of Congress for all one hundred 
and fifteen sessions of that institution. The scores for the members included in this analysis can 
be found in Appendix D and Appendix E.  
                        
Representative Personal Interest    
 
 Perhaps the most difficult of independent variable to operationalize in this analysis, 
personal interest shall consist mainly of the professional backgrounds of members of the House 
of Representatives as it is the most readily quantifiable. Many excellent analyses have been done 
on the backgrounds of members of the House of Representatives, particularly in regards to 
previous service in public office or in the armed forces. Other aspects of personal interest must 
unfortunately be excluded due to challenges of collecting data for the four hundred and thirty-
five individuals who constitute the 115th House of Representatives such as familial, educational, 
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or attitudinal characteristics. Future research, however, should seek to seek additional qualitative 
data from members of the House of Representatives. 
        
District Geographic Conditions  
 
 Geographic conditions shall be interpreted rather broadly in this analysis and include 
factors of state, region, landmarks, and ecosystems. Special emphasis will be placed on 
geographic conditions that are well-known and have been “exported” to the rest of the nation. 
These exported geographic conditions are opportunities for members to take advantage of an 
existing interest voters care about for which there are likely institutionalized support. An 
example of this can be seen in Appendix B for the Chesapeake Bay (and the corresponding 
Chesapeake Bay Watershed Caucus) for members of the House of Representatives from Virginia 
and Maryland for whom the “Old Bay” represents an important cultural as well as geographic 
component part of their district.25  
           
District Economic Conditions    
 
 District economic conditions shall be quantified by utilizing the “My Congressional 
District” data set by the United States Census Bureau as shown by Fig. 1 and demonstrated by 
Appendix G. This data set consists of the County Business Patterns (CBP) which provides 
detailed statistics showcasing district and industry specific information for analysis, even 
providing multiple measures of business robustness such as total establishments, annual payroll, 
and total industry employees. This dataset allows for the targeted district-by-district 
differentiation needed for this research. 
 
                                                
25 “Virginia, Maryland Representatives Launch Congressional Chesapeake Bay 
Watershed Caucus,” bobbyscott.house.gov, Office of Congressman Bobby Scott. 
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District Demographic Conditions               
 
 District demographic conditions shall be quantified by utilizing the “My Congressional 
District” data set by the United States Census Bureau as shown by Fig. 1. This data set consists 
of the American Community Survey (ACS) which provides detailed industry statistics which 
breaks down district populations on age, education, race, ancestry, and veteran status. This is 
showcased by Appendix F. 
Fig. 1 – “My Congressional District” as presented by the U.S. Census Bureau 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Operationalization of Dependent Variable 
 
Representative Informal Group Membership 
 
 The informal group membership of the members of the United States House of 
Representatives shall be compiled from the House Administration Committee’s Congressional 
Membership (Fig. 2) and from member’s individual websites (Fig. 3). 
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Fig. 2 – House Administration Committee, 
Congressional Member and Staff Organizations 
 
 
 
 
Fig. 3 – Sample Member Website with Listed Informal Groups 
..... ...... Joe Wilson (SC-2)26 
 
 
 
 
                                                
26 Congressman Wilson is the member of the House of Representatives with the most 
informal group memberships (103), and is a significant outlier for his party, ideology, and 
region. 
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Informal Group Classifications   
 In an effort to determine which independent variable(s) are most applicable to particular 
informal groups present in the United States House of Representatives, these groups shall be 
classified into sub-groups. These classifications are in their entirety in Appendix C and, unless 
otherwise stated by the below axioms, an informal group may be classified under multiple sub-
groups. Table 1 denotes examples of informal group classifications and their acceptability under 
the following axioms. Table 2 denotes the results of the classification and the number of informal 
groups that are classified under the categories of constituency-based, personal interest, and 
ideological. Table 2 also showcases the amount of professional informal groups within the House 
of Representatives.  
Axiom 1: An informal group shall not be classified as “Constituency-Based,” “Personal 
Interest,” and “Ideological” simultaneously.  
 
 During the course of this research it became clear that, short of extended member-level 
interviews beyond the scope of this project, excellent arguments could be developed for differing  
classifications and member-level motivations for joining particular informal groups. Membership 
which to one scholar seemed clearly the effects of personal interest were to another scholar a 
signal that there was a tangential connection to a member’s district. Thus, the necessity for 
difficult and ultimately subjective classifications was made apparent. In an effort to ensure that 
these classifications carry weight, informal groups may not be classified as all three despite the 
reality that all of the informal groups in Appendix C could feasibility be the result of 
constituency, ideological, and personal factors. 
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Axiom 2: An informal group shall either be classified as “Ideological,” or “Personal Interest,” 
not both. 
 
 The line between personal interest and ideology is a surprisingly difficult distinction to 
make for the informal groups present in the House of Representatives. Determining when a 
member was drawn to a group because of personal ties or because of their overarching ideology 
was difficult for informal groups like the Mental Health Caucus. Is a member drawn to 
membership of this caucus due to a personal or experience with mental illness or can it be 
primarily explained as a component part of their overall ideology? This difficultly necessitated a 
clear line between ideology (which itself is a variant of personal interest) and personal interest 
within the informal group classifications.  
Axiom 3: An informal group shall be classified as “Professional” if it maintains an independent 
website containing both information concerning the group’s purpose and its membership. 
 
Scholars unfamiliar with informal groups in the House of Representatives may assume 
that well known informal groups such as the Congressional Black Caucus or the House Freedom 
Caucus are representative of informal groups in the House of Representatives. In an effort to test 
this assumption, the classification of professionalism was developed with the relatively low 
standard of an independent website with membership lists and group goals. Even with this low 
standard only around fourteen percent of all the informal groups in the House of Representatives 
are considered professional and very few would be comparable to either the Black or Freedom 
Caucuses.  
Table 1 – Informal Group Classification Examples 
Accepted? Constituency-Based Ideological Personal Interest 
Yes 0 0 1 
Yes 0 1 0 
Yes 1 0 0 
No 0 1 1 
Yes 1 1 0 
Yes 1 0 1 
No 1 1 1 
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Table 2 – Informal Group Classifications 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Total Percentage 
Constituency-Based 282 59.1% 
Ideology 180 22.4% 
Personal Interest 182 38.2% 
Professional 67 14.1% 
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V. Data Collection & Preliminary Results 
 
Challenges of Preliminary Data Collection Process 
 
 Initial plans of data collection were misguided insofar as they were predicated on the 
assumption that individual level correspondence with a sufficient number of members of the 
House of Representatives would be either possible or effective. Initial plans centered around 
correspondence with the congressional staffs of members of the informal groups (Fig. 4), but this 
correspondence became stalled and was proven to be an infective method. The universe of cases 
for informal group membership in the House of Representatives proved to be a more elusive and 
challenging target to reach than anticipated and the limited time horizon of this particular project 
caused shifts into alternative methods of data collection.  
 
Figure 4 – Sample Data Collection Correspondence, Staff of Congressman Patrick McHenry 
 . ...  (NC-10) 
 
 
 
Adjustment of Initial Data Collection Process    
 
 Adjustment of this process took the form of a shift from regular correspondence with 
members of the House of Representatives and their staffs to a focus on their member websites 
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and their informal group listing (Fig. 3). This was developed on the theory that the incentives for 
information provision would be on the member to provide to their constituents rather than on 
their staff to supply information to a researcher. While this necessarily limited the number of 
cases available for analysis and a more complete version of this research would include both a 
longer time horizon and increased access, the exclusion of unadvertised informal group 
membership allows for this research to focus on the causal links between informal group 
membership and electoral considerations.  
 
“Full” vs. “Listed” Membership of the 115th House of Representatives           
 
 The large number of members for whom informal membership data was unavailable 
through the above method of data collection necessitated the creation of the distinction between 
“Listed” membership of the 115th House of Representatives (to delineate that they have utilized 
their web pages to advertise or list informal group membership) who will be included in the 
analysis and predictive models as opposed to the “Full” membership of the 115th House of 
Representatives, which is the full membership of the House of Representatives regardless of their 
informal group advertisements. As demonstrated by Table 3, Table 4, Table 5, and Figure 5, the 
ideological differences in these two groups is not of high enough significance to suspect that it is 
not representative of the 115th House of Representatives as a whole.  
Table 3 –  115th House of Representatives Ideology, Full vs. Listed 
 
 
                                                
27 Tie between Representative Lou Barretta (PA-11) and Mario Diaz-Balart (LA-05). 
 
28 Tie between Representative Scott Taylor (CA-02) and Scott Peters (CA-52) 
 
 Member Average Member Median Median Member 
Full 115th House 0.099 0.276 Rep. Baretta27 
Listed 115th House 0.185 -0.181 Rep. Costa28 
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Figure 5 – Density Estimate for Listed 115th House 
 
Table 4 –  Republican Party Ideology Full vs. Listed 
 
 
 
Table 5 –  Democratic Party Ideology Full vs. Listed 
 
 
 
                                                
29 Tie between Representative Vicky Hartzler (MO-04) and Ralph Abraham (LA-05). 
 
30 Tie between Representative Scott Taylor (VA-02) and Charles Fleichmann (TN-03). 
 
31 Tie between Representative Suzanne Bonamici (OR-01) and Mike Thompson (CA-05). 
 
32 Representative Daniel Kildee (MI-05). 
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 Member Average Member Median Median Member 
Full Republicans 0.489 0.496 Rep. Hartzler29 
Listed Republicans 0.474 0.474 Rep. Taylor30 
 Member Average Member Median Median Member 
Full Democrats -0.392 -0.395 Rep. Bonamici31 
Listed Democrats -0.399 -0.399 Rep. Kildee32 
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Nature of Informal Group Membership in the House of Representatives  
 
 From this data, we can begin to make some interesting claims regarding informal 
group membership in the United States House of Representatives. Perhaps the most 
intriguing suggestion that this data (Table 6) provides is the enormous variance in the rate 
of informal group membership among members of the 115th House of Representatives. 
Nearly forty percent of members of the 115th House of Representatives do not list any 
informal groups on their webpages. As discussed in earlier section, this does not 
necessarily mean (nor is it likely) that these members are not members of informal groups 
but it does mean they are not taking advantage of a potent position-taking election tool. 
This is surprising because there seem to be no discernable costs to join an informal group, 
as they generally seem to be without many commitments.33  
 This is demonstrated by the approximately twenty three percent of representatives 
who are members of twenty or more informal groups, and even more acutely by the 
approximately four percent of members who list at least fifty informal groups on their 
webpages. It is not feasible, given what we know about the time demands on members of 
Congress, that any member could dedicate the requisite time for this number of groups, 
informal or otherwise, unless each one generally met very rarely. It is thus very surprising 
that there is this high rate of members of the House of Representatives who are not 
advertising their membership in these groups, particularly considering that some 
members such as Congressman Meadows (Appendix A) and Congressman Bobby Scott 
(Appendix B) utilize them to such great effect.  
                                                
33 Notable exceptions to this statement include, but are not limited to, the Congressional 
Black Caucus, the Congressional Hispanic Caucus, the House Freedom Caucus, and the House 
Progressive Caucus. 
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 In fact, many of the informal group websites utilized to determine the 
professionalism measure (Table 2) are hosted on their chairman/founder’s “house.gov” 
webpage and list their own staff members as contact information for the group. 
Additional qualitative data is necessary to more fully understand this variance. 
Table 6 – Informal Group Membership,  
    Full 115th House of Representatives 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Role of Party 
 This data seems to suggest that political party is a potent predictor of the rate of informal 
group membership in the House of Representatives. Democratic party members are reliably more 
likely to join a higher number of informal groups than their Republican colleagues in the House 
of Representatives (Table 7). Additionally, there are more informal groups active in the House of 
Representatives that are Democratic-only, with approximately sixteen percent of all informal 
groups, than there are active informal groups that are Republican-only, with approximately nine 
percent (Table 8). This is despite a higher number of Republican members of the 115th House of 
Representatives. 
 
 
 Total Percentage 
0 164 37.96% 
1-9 109 25.23% 
10-19 64 14.81% 
20-29 47 10.88% 
30-39 21 4.86% 
40-49 11 2.55% 
50-59 8 1.85% 
60-69 4 0.96% 
70+ 4 0.96% 
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Table 7 – Informal Group Membership by Party 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 8 – Informal Group Membership Exclusively Based on Party 
 
 
 
 
 
Role of Ideology        
 Similar to party, the data suggests that ideology has an effect on the rate of informal 
group membership in the House of Representatives, in fact it suggests an even stronger 
relationship, with members of liberal ideology being reliably more likely to be participants in 
higher numbers of informal groups than moderate or conservative members (Table 10). The data 
also suggests a weak relationship between the moderate-ideologue spectrum, with the existence 
of around five percent more ideologue-only informal groups, but this is far from conclusive. 
 
Table 9 – Informal Groups Based Exclusively on Ideology (Moderate and Ideological) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                
34 50% Most Ideological (25% Most Conservative & 25% Most Liberal) Listed Members 
of the 115th House. 
 
35 50% Most Moderate Listed Members of the 115th House. 
 
 Total Average Median 
Republicans 1853 14.5 11 
Democrats 2817 20.12 16 
 Total Percentage 
Republican Only 41 8.6% 
Democrat Only 74 15.5% 
Bipartisan 362    75.9% 
 Total Percentage 
Mixed Ideology 379 84.79% 
...... Ideological Only34 42 9.40% 
. Moderate Only35 26 5.82% 
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Table 10 – Informal Group Membership by Ideology (Conservative, Moderate, and Liberal) 
 
 Membership Total Average Median 
Conservative36 1245 13.99 11 
Moderate37 1495 16.61 13.5 
Liberal38 1934 21.73 17 
 
Test Case: Congressional Progressive Caucus  
 Ideology is perfectly predictive of membership in the Congressional Progressive Caucus 
in the House of Representatives as all members of this informal group are of liberal ideology 
(Fig. 6). A decreasing DW Nominate score (corresponding to a more liberal ideology) is highly 
suggestive of membership in the House Progressive Caucus (Table 11). 
Figure 6 – Density of Congressional Progressive Caucus Membership 
 
 
                                                
36 33.2% (89 Members) Most Conservative Listed Members of 115th House. 
 
37 33.6% (90 Members) Most Moderate Listed Members of 115th House. 
 
38 33.2% (89 Members) Most Liberal Listed Members of the 115th House. 
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Table 11 – Pearson Correlation of Ideology and House Progressive Caucus Membership 
 
Variable                                            Membership of the House Progressive Caucus 
Ideology (DW Nominate)                                                                                    0.521*                                                                                                           
Number of Cases                              268 
P* < .001 
 
Test Case: Congressional Pro-Life Caucus 
 Ideology has some predictive power for membership in the Congressional Bipartisan Pro-
Life Caucus (Table 12). Despite the pro-life position being increasingly associated with 
conservative ideology, this is not the only factor governing membership in the Congressional 
Bipartisan Pro-Life Caucus. Further research is necessary to fully understand how other variables 
affect membership in this informal group. 
 
Figure 7 – Effects of Ideology on Bipartisan Pro-Life Caucus Membership 
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Table 12 – Pearson Correlation of Ideology and Bipartisan Pro-Life Caucus Membership 
 
Variable                                           Membership of the Bipartisan Pro-Life Caucus  
Ideology (DW Nominate)                                                                                   0.383*                                                                                                           
Number of Cases                              268 
P* < .001 
 
Role of Personal Interest      
 Qualitative analysis of the data in this project has suggested a connection between 
representative personal interest and informal group membership. The role and factors that 
influence this connection, however, are ambiguous. Further qualitative information and superior 
methods of operationalization for personal interest is likely needed to make any meaningful 
conclusions about its connect to informal group membership. 
 
Test Case: Military Veterans Caucus       
 There is no statistically significant relationship between military service and membership 
in the Military Veterans Caucus (Table 13). 
 
Table 13 – Pearson Correlation of Military Service and Military Veterans Caucus Membership 
 
Variable                                             Membership of the Military Veterans Caucus  
Ideology (DW Nominate)                                                                                   0.014                                                                                                           
Number of Cases                              268 
P* < .05 
 
Role of Geographic Conditions 
 Data suggests that there is a relationship between geography and rate of informal group 
membership in the House of Representatives. This applies both for broad geographic regions 
(Table 13) and more specific regions (Table 14). It is unclear if this relationship exists 
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independently of ideology or party concerns and further analysis must be completed in order to 
determine the nature of this apparent effect. 
Figure 8 – U.S. Census Regions and Divisions of the United States 
 
 
 
Table 14 – Informal Group Membership by Broad Region 
 
 Total Percentage Average Median 
Northeast39 968 20.8% 21 16.5 
Midwest40 861 18.5% 16.6 12.5 
South41 1564 33.6% 16.1 12 
West42 1258 27% 17.5 16.5 
                                                
39 Pursuant to United States Census Bureau classifications (Fig. 8), the “Northeast” 
consists of the states of CT, ME, MA, NH, RI, VT, NJ, NY, and PA. 
 
40 Pursuant to United States Census Bureau classifications (Fig. 8), the “Midwest” 
consists of the states of IN, IL, MI, OH, WI, IA, KS, MN, MO, NE, ND, and SD. 
 
41 Pursuant to United States Census Bureau classifications (Fig. 8), the “South” consists 
of the states of DE, FL, GA, MD, NC, SC, VA, WV, AL, KY, MS, TN, AR, LA, OK, and TX. 
  
42 Pursuant to United States Census Bureau classification (Fig. 8), the “West” consists of 
the states of AZ, CO, ID, NM, MT, UT, NV, WY, AK, CA, HI, OR, and WA. 
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Table 15 – Informal Group Membership by Specific Region     
 
 Total Percentag
e 
Average Median 
New England43 320 6.8% 29.1 30 
Middle Atlantic44 648 13.9% 18.5 16 
East North Central45 433 9.3% 15.2 11 
West North Central46 328 7% 19.3 13 
South Atlantic47 856 18.3% 16.8 11 
East South Central48 289 6.2% 20.6 14 
West South Central49 454 9.7% 13.8 13 
Mountain50 211 4.5% 12.4 7 
Pacific51 1047 22.4% 19 19 
                                                
 
43 Pursuant to United States Census Bureau classification (Fig. 8), “New England” 
consists of the states of CT, ME, MA, NH, RI, VT. 
 
44 Pursuant to United States Census Bureau classification (Fig. 8), “Middle Atlantic” 
consists of the states of NJ, NY, and PA. 
 
45 Pursuant to United States Census Bureau classification (Fig. 8), “East North Central” 
consists of the states of IN, IL, MI, OH, and WI.  
 
46 Pursuant to United States Census Bureau classification (Fig. 8), “West North Central” 
consists of the states of IA, KS, MN, MO, NE, ND, and SD.  
 
47 Pursuant to United States Census Bureau classification (Fig. 8), “South Atlantic” 
consists of the states of DE, FL, GA, MD, NC, SC, VA, and WV.  
 
48 Pursuant to United States Census Bureau classification (Fig. 8), “East South Central” 
consists of the states of AL, KY, MS, and TN. 
 
49 Pursuant to United States Census Bureau classification (Fig. 8), “West South Central” 
consists of the states of AR, LA, OK, and TX. 
 
50 Pursuant to United States Census Bureau classification (Fig. 8), “Mountain” consists of 
the states of AZ, CO, ID, NM, MT, UT, NV, and WY. 
 
51 Pursuant to United States Census Bureau classification (Fig. 8), “Pacific” consists of 
the states of AK, CA, HI, OR, and WA.  
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Test Case: The Congressional Western Caucus 
 There is no statistically significant relationship between western geography and 
membership of the House Western Caucus (Table 16). 
Table 16 – Pearson Correlation of Western Geography and House Western Caucus Membership 
 
Variable                                                 Membership of the House Western Caucus  
Western Geography52                                                                                           0.061                                                                                                           
Number of Cases                              268 
P* < .05 
 
Role of Economic Conditions 
 Both qualitative and quantitative data support the connection between economic 
conditions and informal group membership. Congressman Meadows’ statement that informal 
group membership is “constituency driven” seems to be supported by quantitative data.53 The 
bulk of the informal groups classified as constituency-based (Table 2 & Appendix C) are related 
to the economic conditions of congressional districts and, furthermore, to specific industries or 
products. 
 
Test Case: House Manufacturing Caucus 
 The only statistically significant variable among those collected from the “My 
Congressional District” tool is the level of manufacturing employment (Table 17). This conforms 
with the framework of informal groups as effective position-taking tools for the campaign 
context as the only significant measure is the number of employees (and voters) the industry 
                                                
52 Pursuant to United States Census Bureau classification (Fig. 8), the “West” consists of 
the states of AZ, CO, ID, NM, MT, UT, NV, WY, AK, CA, HI, OR, and WA. 
 
 53 Congressman Mark Meadows in discussion with the author, March 2018. 
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contains. These results are all the more surprising considering the large number of 
representatives who engage in no advertising of informal group membership.   
Table 17 – Logit Model of House Manufacturing Caucus Membership 
 
Variable                                       Membership of the House Manufacturing Caucus 
 
Manufacturing Employment (in ten thousands)                                                        1.454*                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                    
                   (0.2658) 
Total Manufacturing Establishments (in hundreds)                                            1.125                                                         
                                         (0.0979)                                                                                                                                  
Annual Manufacturing Payroll (in millions)                                                     1.108                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           
                   (0.2922) 
Education and Workforce Committee Membership                                           1.56                                                                                                                                                                          
                   (0.8963) 
Log Likelihood                                                                                                 -89.08                                                                                                                          
Number of Cases                                                                                                                          268 
Note: Odds Ratios are Coefficients 
p* < .05 
   
Role of Demographic Conditions 
 The data (Table 18) suggests that demographic conditions seem to play an important role 
in informal group membership. Similar to the effects of economic conditions, it appears to be 
tied to the number of constituents that are a part of the relevant community and perhaps is related 
to electoral interests.  
 
Test Case: Congressional Asian-Pacific American Caucus 
 There is a strong and statistically significant correlation between a district’s Asian 
population and membership for the Congressional Asian-Pacific American Caucus (Table 18). 
Table 18 – Pearson Correlation of Asian Population and CAPAC Membership 
 
Variable           Membership of the Congressional Asian-Pacific American Caucus 
Asian District Population (in ten thousands)                                                  0.507* 
Number of Cases                              268 
P* < .001 
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VI. Conclusions & Discussion                    
Discussion of Findings 
 Like any first attempt with a novel research topic, little can be concluded for certain from 
this project alone. The limitations on data collection inherent to the topic of this project temper 
the ability of anyone to claim with certainty that they have made scientific discoveries. This 
project has, though, discovered what appear to be extremely interesting findings on the nature of 
informal groups in the United States House of Representatives, and the factors which influence 
representatives to join them. First, it has presented data that supports the claim that political party 
has an influence on the rate of informal group membership which may in turn have an influence 
on legislative outcomes. Secondly, data has supported the connection of constituency interests 
(both economic and demographic) to informal group membership, suggesting they are electoral 
tools that are not understood by the political science and public policy communities. Lastly, data 
has supported a connection between ideology and informal group membership both in terms of 
the rate and type of group membership. This may suggest that extra-party means of cooperation 
are developing in the United States House of Representatives following the legislative victories 
of the House Freedom Caucus.  
 
General Challenges of Research into Informal Groups             
 The challenges of research into informal groups is that their very nature precludes them 
from the formalized rules and procedures that would provide valuable insights into their nature. 
Scholarly analysis of these groups has so far been elusive to the academic community, and 
perhaps for good reason. Despite widespread recognition of the legislative importance of these 
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groups they have thus far generally been seen as beyond the purview of analysis, as even the 
U.S. Senate’s civil servants seem to imply:  
Informal congressional groups and organizations of members with shared interests in 
specific issues or philosophies have been part of the American policymaking process 
since colonial times.  Typically, these groups organize without official recognition by the 
chamber and are not funded through the appropriation process. 
In the Senate there is one officially recognized caucus -- the Senate Caucus on International 
Narcotics Control established by law in 1985.54 
For the House of Representatives, thankfully, the House Administration Committee makes 
regular updates to their list of informal groups in their chamber. This committee’s list for the 
115th Congress (Fig. 2 & Appendix C) is the best approximation for the makeup of informal 
groups in the United States House of Representatives that currently exists and there is no 
comparable institution-sanctioned list for the United States Senate. This step, though, is itself a 
formal process and it is likely that there are cases of informal groups that extend beyond the 
scope of this compilation and still have an effect on the legislative process within the House of 
Representatives.  
 Additionally, collecting membership of these groups even with a semi-comprehensive list 
is not a straightforward process. As noted in previous sections, initial attempts to center on 
informal group websites or the offices of their chair/co-chair proved to be inaccurate and 
ineffective respectively. Informal group professionalism (Table 3) varies widely with only 
around fourteen percent of these groups having any website at all and often the information 
provided by these sites was too dated to utilize with confidence. The shift to each member and 
their webpages individually did not prove to be a flawless process either, however, and the 
necessity for a distinction between the “Listed” and “Full” 115th House of Representatives and 
                                                
54 “Committees,” Senate.gov, United States Senate. 
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although this proved to be a representative sample in terms of constituency, ideology, party, and 
personal interest (Tables 3, 4, 5 & Appendices D, E) more information would have allowed for 
increased certainty.  
                                                                   
Potential for Future Research                                                                                         
 The potential for future research for this project is immense. Were the time horizon of 
this project longer, it would have sought additional methods of data collection to ensure that the 
“Listed” and “Full” distinction would no longer be necessary. Additionally, this project and 
subject would benefit from significant member-level insight in the vein of Richard Fenno’s 
“Home Style: House Members in their Districts” since the informality prevents many of the 
types of analysis social scientists can use for committee structures or other aspects of 
Congressional behavior. This research would particularly benefit from time and research within 
the Washington D.C. area and qualitative engagement with these groups first-hand. 
 Additionally, this research is well suited to be expanded to include additional policy 
making institutions, particularly the United States Senate and international legislative bodies 
around the world. Hopefully, this project will spur an increased interest in informal grouping of 
legislators around the world and an influx of research on their effects. 
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VIII. Appendices 
Appendix A - Interview with Congressman Mark Meadows (NC-11)  
Chairman of the House Freedom Caucus 
 
Henderson County Republican Party Convention 
Saturday, Mach 10th 2018  
 
Collin M. Miller: Could you describe the effect of informal groups on the legislative process in 
the House?  
 
Congressman Meadows: Caucuses actually are actually most successful when they vote together 
using what is called the “Power of Negation.” When you don’t stick 
together you don’t have an effect. It makes a real legislative difference 
and you saw that in the Tax Bill.55 
 
Collin M. Miller: How do people convince members to join informal groups? Do staff and 
members go to different offices in the Capitol trying to gain new group 
members? 
 
Congressman Meadows: A lot of it is constituency driven. Some of them are relevant and others 
are there as resume boosters. 
 
Collin M. Miller: Speaking of constituency driven groups, one of my inspirations for this project 
was when I was working in your office and you and another Member of Congress 
toured a local candy manufacturing plant in the 11th district and your subsequent 
joining of the House Candy Caucus. 
 
Congressman Meadows: We toured one of the manufacturers in the district. I have been convinced 
to join caucuses I normally would not have been engaged in. The Candy 
Caucus has tried to convince me to vote with them on candy related 
issues and legislation, and I have. 
 
 
 
 
                                                
55 H.R.1 - An Act to provide for reconciliation pursuant to titles II and V of the 
concurrent resolution on the budget for fiscal year 2018. 
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Appendix B – Press Release, Congressional Chesapeake Bay Watershed Caucus 
Virginia, Maryland Representatives Launch Congressional Chesapeake Bay Watershed 
Caucus 
May 6, 2011½Press Release  
 
Members underscore need for action for Bay's future 
WASHINGTON, DC – U.S. Representatives Rob Wittman (VA-1), Chris Van Hollen (MD-8), 
Robert C. "Bobby" Scott (VA-3), and Andy Harris (MD-1) today announced the launch of the 
Congressional Chesapeake Bay Watershed Caucus, as they addressed a meeting of the 
Chesapeake Bay Commission in Washington, D.C. The Caucus will serve as an informal group 
of members dedicated to restoration of the Chesapeake Bay, including issues related to water 
quality, conservation, resource management, recreation and economic development, as well as 
educating other Members of Congress on these issues. The formation of the Caucus serves to 
continue and enhance the previous work of the Chesapeake Bay Congressional Task Force. 
"It is important that we come together for the future of the Chesapeake Bay," Wittman said. "One 
of the most critical resources in this region, the Bay demands our attention and common sense 
action to preserve it for future generations. Bay states are historically, economically and 
culturally tied to the waters of the Chesapeake Bay; its restoration is one of my highest priorities. 
This Caucus brings together multiple partners to chart a path forward in Congress for the Bay." 
 
"The Chesapeake Bay is a critical natural resource for the economy, culture, and heritage of its 
watershed states. The Congressional Chesapeake Bay Watershed Caucus continues the work of 
the Chesapeake Bay Watershed Task Force – fostering cooperation and collaboration between 
members of the Bay states and educating people across the country on the vital importance of 
protecting this national treasure. I look forward to working with Co-Chairs Wittman, Scott, and 
Harris to advance policies to safeguard the Bay," said Congressman Chris Van Hollen (D-MD). 
 
"The Chesapeake Bay is one of America's greatest treasures," said Rep. Bobby Scott. "Since my 
days in the Virginia House of Delegates, I have been committed to the restoration and 
conservation of the Bay. I look forward to working with my colleagues in the Chesapeake Bay 
Watershed Caucus in ensuring that the Bay has the necessary resources and support from 
Congress so that the next generation of Americans will be able to enjoy this precious natural 
resource." 
 
"The Chesapeake Bay and it's precious waterways are the signature of our great state," said Rep. 
Andy Harris (MD-01). "I am proud to co-chair the Chesapeake Bay Watershed Caucus and look 
forward to working with my colleagues on both sides of the aisle on finding common sense 
solutions to protect our Bay." 
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Appendix C – Informal Group Classifications and Membership Totals 
Caucus Constituency 
Based 
Ideological  Personal 
Interest 
Professionalism Total 
Membership 
115th Class Caucus 0 0 1 0 8 
Ad Hoc Congressional Committee for Irish Affairs 1 0 1 0 5 
Agriculture and Rural Task Force 1 1 0 0 6 
American Sikh Congressional Caucus 1 0 1 0 11 
Americans Abroad Caucus 0 0 1 1 6 
Asia-Pacific Economic Cooperation (APEC) Caucus 0 1 0 0 3 
Assyrian Caucus 1 0 1 0 1 
Auto Care Caucus 1 0 1 0 2 
Bipartisan Congressional Bus Caucus 1 0 0 0 0 
Bipartisan Congressional Pro-Life Caucus 0 1 0 0 38 
Bipartisan Congressional Task Force to Combat 
Identity Theft and Fraud 
0 1 0 1 5 
Bipartisan Disabilities Caucus 0 1 0 1 13 
Bipartisan Heroin Task Force  0 1 0 0 22 
Bipartisan Historically Black Colleges and 
Universities Caucus 
1 0 1 0 12 
Bipartisan Task Force to End Sexual Violence 0 0 1 0 3 
Bipartisan Taskforce for Combating Anti-Semitism 1 1 0 0 28 
Blue Dog Coalition 0 1 0 1 8 
California Democratic Congressional Delegation 1 1 0 0 6 
California Public Higher Education Caucus 1 1 0 0 4 
Carbonated and Non-alcoholic (C.A.N.) Caucus 1 0 0 0 5 
Caucus for Advancement of Studio, Talent (CAST), 
and Film Diversity 
1 0 0 0 2 
Caucus for the Humane Bond 0 0 1 0 7 
Cement Caucus 1 0 0 0 14 
Chesapeake Bay Watershed Caucus 1 0 0 0 8 
Climate Solutions Caucus 0 1 0 0 22 
Congressional 21st Century Skills Caucus 0 1 0 0 5 
Congressional 4th Amendment Caucus 0 1 0 1 6 
Congressional 5G Caucus 1 0 0 0 2 
Congressional Academic Medicine Caucus 1 0 1 1 10 
Congressional Access to Civil Legal Service Caucus 0 1 0 0 7 
Congressional Addiction, Treatment, and Recovery 
Caucus 
0 1 0 0 25 
Congressional Adult Literacy Caucus 1 0 1 0 8 
Congressional Afghan Caucus 1 0 1 0 3 
Congressional After School Caucus 0 0 1 0 5 
Congressional Agricultural Research Caucus 1 1 0 0 2 
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Congressional Air Force Caucus 1 1 0 0 33 
Congressional Aluminum Caucus 1 0 0 0 11 
Congressional American Religious Freedom Caucus 1 1 0 0 2 
Congressional Animal Protection Caucus 0 0 1 0 50 
Congressional Antitrust Caucus 0 1 0 0 2 
Congressional Appalachian National Scenic Trail 
Caucus 
1 0 0 0 1 
Congressional Arctic Working Group 1 0 0 0 4 
Congressional Argentina Caucus 1 0 1 0 0 
Congressional Army Caucus 1 1 0 0 39 
Congressional Arthritis Caucus 1 0 1 0 23 
Congressional Article I Caucus 0 1 0 0 1 
Congressional Artificial Intelligence (AI) Caucus 1 1 0 0 5 
Congressional Arts Caucus 0 0 1 1 52 
Congressional Asian Pacific American Caucus 
(CAPAC) 
1 0 1 1 30 
Congressional Assisting Caregivers Today Caucus 1 1 0 0 11 
Congressional Asthma and Allergy Caucus 0 0 1 0 6 
Congressional Automotive Performance and 
Motorsports Caucus  
1 0 1 0 12 
Congressional Azerbaijan Caucus 1 0 1 0 9 
Congressional Baseball Caucus 0 0 1 0 6 
Congressional Beef Caucus 1 0 0 0 10 
Congressional Bike Caucus 0 0 1 0 30 
Congressional Biodefense Caucus 1 1 0 0 0 
Congressional Biomass Caucus 1 0 1 0 6 
Congressional Biomedical Research Caucus 1 0 1 0 13 
Congressional Black Caucus 1 1 0 1 32 
Congressional Blue Collar Caucus 1 1 0 0 9 
Congressional Border Caucus 1 1 0 0 4 
Congressional Border Security Caucus  1 1 0 0 16 
Congressional Bourbon Caucus 1 0 0 0 2 
Congressional Brain Injury Task Force 0 1 0 0 25 
Congressional Building Trades Caucus 0 1 0 0 8 
Congressional Buy American Caucus 0 1 0 0 7 
Congressional Cambodia Caucus 1 0 1 0 0 
Congressional Cancer Prevention Caucus 0 0 1 0 9 
Congressional Cancer Survivors Caucus  0 0 1 0 4 
Congressional Candy Caucus 1 0 0 0 3 
Congressional Cannabis Caucus 1 1 0 0 7 
Congressional Carbon Dioxide Enhanced Oil 
Recovery (CO2-EOR) Caucus 
1 0 0 0 0 
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Congressional Career and Technical Education 
Caucus 
0 1 0 1 28 
Congressional Caribbean Caucus 1 0 1 0 4 
Congressional Caucus for ECompetitiveness in 
Entertainment Technology (E-TECH) 
1 0 0 0 16 
Congressional Caucus for Effective Foreign 
Assistance 
0 1 0 1 6 
Congressional Caucus for Women's Issues 0 1 0 1 40 
Congressional Caucus on Black Men and Boys 1 1 0 0 5 
Congressional Caucus on Black Women and Girls 1 1 0 1 6 
Congressional Caucus on Bosnia 1 0 1 0 4 
Congressional Caucus on Brazil 1 0 1 0 7 
Congressional Caucus on California High-Speed Rail 1 1 0 0 3 
Congressional Caucus on CPAs and Accountants 0 0 1 0 5 
Congressional Caucus on Ethnic and Religious 
Freedom in Sri Lanka 
0 1 0 0 0 
Congressional Caucus on Foster Youth  0 0 1 1 51 
Congressional Caucus on Hellenic Issues  1 0 1 0 30 
Congressional Caucus on India and Indian Americans  1 0 1 0 41 
Congressional Caucus on Intellectual Property 
Promotion and Piracy Prevention (IP Caucus) 
1 1 0 0 17 
Congressional Caucus on International Exchange and 
Study 
0 0 1 0 3 
Congressional Caucus on Korea 1 0 1 0 14 
Congressional Caucus on Long-Range Strike 0 1 0 0 4 
Congressional Caucus on Macedonia and 
Macedonian-Americans  
1 0 1 0 5 
Congressional Caucus on Maternity Care 0 0 1 0 3 
Congressional Caucus on Modern Agriculture  1 1 0 0 4 
Congressional Caucus on Multicultural Media 1 1 0 0 4 
Congressional Caucus on Parkinson's Caucus 0 0 1 0 28 
Congressional Caucus on Prescription Drug Abuse 1 1 0 0 0 
Congressional Caucus on Prescription Drug Abuse 1 1 0 0 11 
Congressional Caucus on Peru 1 0 1 0 1 
Congressional Caucus on Poland 1 0 1 0 6 
Congressional Caucus on Public-Private Partnerships 
(P3) 
1 1 0 0 7 
Congressional Caucus on Religious Minorities in the 
Middle East 
0 1 0 0 10 
Congressional Caucus on Smart Cities 1 1 0 0 0 
Congressional Caucus on the Association of 
Southeast Asian Nations (ASEAN) 
0 0 1 0 3 
Congressional Caucus on the Deadliest Cancers 0 0 1 0 23 
Congressional Caucus on the Netherlands  1 0 1 0 6 
Congressional Caucus on Urban Regional Studies 1 1 0 0 1 
Congressional Caucus on Vietnam 1 0 1 0 6 
Congressional Caucus on Virtual, Augmented and 
Mixed Reality Technologies ("The Reality Caucus") 
1 1 0 0 2 
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Congressional Caucus on Youth Sports 0 0 1 0 4 
Congressional Caucus to Cure Blood Cancers and 
Other Blood Disorders 
0 0 1 1 3 
Congressional Census Caucus  0 1 0 0 1 
Congressional Central American Caucus 1 0 1 0 7 
Congressional Chemistry Caucus  1 0 1 0 14 
Congressional Chicken Caucus 1 0 0 0 12 
Congressional Childhood Cancer Caucus  0 0 1 1 31 
Congressional Children's Caucus 0 0 1 0 7 
Congressional Children's Health Care Caucus 1 1 0 0 11 
Congressional Citizen Legislature Caucus 0 1 0 0 2 
Congressional Citrus Caucus 1 0 0 0 3 
Congressional Civility Caucus 0 0 1 0 4 
Congressional Coal Caucus 1 0 0 0 24 
Congressional Coalition on Adoption 0 0 1 1 29 
Congressional Coast Guard Caucus 1 1 0 0 24 
Congressional Coastal Communities Caucus 1 0 0 0 8 
Congressional College Football Caucus 1 0 1 0 0 
Congressional Colombia Caucus 1 0 1 0 1 
Congressional Community College Caucus 1 1 0 0 28 
Congressional Community Pharmacy Caucus 1 1 0 0 5 
Congressional Congenital Heart Caucus 0 0 1 0 10 
Congressional Constitution Caucus 0 1 0 1 9 
Congressional Cooperative Business Caucus 0 1 0 0 5 
Congressional Corrosion Prevention Caucus  1 0 0 0 1 
Congressional Cranberry Caucus 1 0 0 0 5 
Congressional Croatian Caucus 1 0 1 0 2 
Congressional Cyber Security Caucus 0 1 0 1 26 
Congressional Cystic Fibrosis Caucus 0 0 1 0 37 
Congressional Czech Caucus 1 0 1 0 2 
Congressional Dairy Farmer Caucus 1 0 0 0 22 
Congressional Deaf Caucus 0 0 1 0 6 
Congressional Defense Communities Caucus 1 0 0 0 14 
Congressional Diabetes Caucus 1 0 1 1 93 
Congressional Dietary Supplement Caucus 1 0 0 0 7 
Congressional Digital Trade Caucus 0 1 0 0 3 
Congressional Direct Selling Caucus 1 0 0 0 7 
Congressional Directed Energy Caucus 1 0 0 0 4 
Congressional Diversifying Tech Caucus 1 1 0 0 6 
Congressional Dyslexia Caucus 0 0 1 1 24 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           50
Congressional E-Learning Caucus 0 1 0 0 2 
Congressional Elder Justice Caucus 1 1 0 0 1 
Congressional Electronic Warfare Working Group 0 1 0 0 7 
Congressional Energy Savings Performance Caucus 1 0 0 0 4 
Congressional Energy Storage Caucus 1 0 0 0 2 
Congressional Estuary Caucus 1 0 0 0 12 
Congressional Everglades Caucus 1 0 0 0 8 
Congressional Explosive Ordnance Disposal (EOD) 
Caucus 
1 0 0 0 9 
Congressional Fertilizer Caucus 1 0 0 0 6 
Congressional Financial Security and Life Insurance 
Caucus 
1 0 0 0 12 
Congressional Fintech and Payments Caucus 1 1 0 0 5 
Congressional Fire Services Caucus 0 0 1 1 45 
Congressional Flat Tax Caucus 0 1 0 0 2 
Congressional Food Safety Caucus 0 1 0 0 3 
Congressional Former Mayors Caucus 0 0 1 0 7 
Congressional Fragile X Caucus 0 0 1 0 3 
Congressional Franchise Caucus 1 1 0 0 2 
Congressional Free File Caucus 0 1 0 0 3 
Congressional French Caucus 1 0 1 0 12 
Congressional Friends of Australia Caucus 1 0 1 0 4 
Congressional Friends of Denmark Caucus 1 0 1 0 6 
Congressional Friends of Egypt Caucus 1 0 1 0 0 
Congressional Friends of Ireland Caucus 1 0 1 1 11 
Congressional Friends of Liechtenstein Caucus 1 0 1 0 3 
Congressional Friends of New Zealand Caucus 1 0 1 0 4 
Congressional Friends of Norway 1 0 1 0 9 
Congressional Friends of Spain Caucus 1 0 1 0 5 
Congressional Friends of Wales Caucus 1 0 1 0 2 
Congressional Full Employment Caucus 0 1 0 1 8 
Congressional Future Caucus 1 0 1 0 4 
Congressional Georgia Caucus 1 0 1 0 6 
Congressional German-American Caucus 1 0 1 0 15 
Congressional Global Health Caucus 0 1 0 0 4 
Congressional Global Road Safety Caucus 0 0 1 0 3 
Congressional Green School Caucus 0 1 0 0 15 
Congressional Grid Innovation Caucus 1 1 0 0 5 
Congressional Hazards Caucus 1 1 0 1 3 
Congressional Hearing Health Caucus 1 1 0 0 4 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           51
Congressional Heart and Stroke Caucus 0 0 1 0 19 
Congressional Hellenic Israel Alliance 1 1 0 0 10 
Congressional Hepatitis Caucus 0 0 1 0 2 
Congressional High Performance Building Caucus 1 0 0 0 7 
Congressional High-Speed & Intercity Passenger Rail 
Caucus 
1 1 0 1 14 
Congressional Higher Education Caucus 1 1 0 0 4 
Congressional Hispanic Caucus 1 1 0 1 20 
Congressional Hispanic Conference 1 0 1 1 4 
Congressional History Caucus 0 0 1 0 3 
Congressional Hockey Caucus 1 0 1 0 5 
Congressional Home Health Caucus 0 1 0 0 4 
Congressional Home Protection Caucus 1 1 0 0 1 
Congressional Homelessness Caucus 1 0 1 0 9 
Congressional Horse Caucus 1 0 1 0 6 
Congressional House Cancer Caucus 0 0 1 0 18 
Congressional House Manufacturing Caucus 1 0 0 1 35 
Congressional Human Trafficking Caucus 1 1 0 0 16 
Congressional Humanities Caucus 1 0 1 0 26 
Congressional Hungarian Caucus 1 0 1 0 4 
Congressional Infrastructure Caucus  1 1 0 0 0 
Congressional Innovation Caucus 1 0 1 0 10 
Congressional Integrative Health and Wellness 
Caucus 
1 1 0 0 2 
Congressional Internet Caucus 1 1 0 1 31 
Congressional Internet of Things Caucus 1 1 0 0 7 
Congressional Interstate 11 Caucus  1 0 0 0 2 
Congressional Interstate 73/73/75 Caucus 1 0 0 0 0 
Congressional Invasive Species Caucus  1 0 0 0 9 
Congressional Inventions Caucus 0 0 1 0 7 
Congressional Iran Human Rights and Democracy 
Caucus 
0 1 0 0 6 
Congressional Iraq Caucus 1 1 0 0 1 
Congressional Israel Victory Caucus 0 1 0 0 1 
Congressional Kidney Caucus 0 0 1 0 16 
Congressional Labor and Working Families Caucus 1 1 0 0 23 
Congressional Latino-Jewish Caucus  1 0 1 0 9 
Congressional LGBT Equality Caucus  1 1 0 1 56 
Congressional Library of Congress Caucus 0 0 1 0 12 
Congressional Life Sciences Caucus 1 0 1 0 2 
Congressional Long Island Sound Caucus 1 0 0 0 5 
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Congressional Lung Cancer Caucus 0 0 1 0 4 
Congressional Lupus Caucus 0 0 1 0 18 
Congressional Maker Caucus 1 0 0 0 7 
Congressional Malaria and Neglected Tropical 
Diseases Caucus 
0 0 1 0 10 
Congressional Media Fairness Caucus 0 1 0 0 6 
Congressional Medical Emergency Services (EMS) 
Caucus  
0 0 1 0 7 
Congressional Men's Health Caucus  0 1 0 0 11 
Congressional Mentoring Caucus 0 0 1 0 5 
Congressional Microbusiness Caucus 1 1 0 0 3 
Congressional Middle Class Jobs Caucus 1 1 0 0 5 
Congressional Military Family Caucus 1 1 0 0 28 
Congressional Military Mental Health Caucus 1 1 0 1 22 
Congressional Military Sexual Assault Prevention 
Caucus  
1 1 0 0 16 
Congressional Military Veterans Caucus 1 0 1 1 22 
Congressional Military Youth Programs Caucus 1 0 1 0 6 
Congressional Minor League Baseball Caucus 1 0 1 0 0 
Congressional Mississippi River Caucus 1 0 0 0 7 
Congressional Modeling and Simulation Caucus 1 0 0 0 6 
Congressional Moldova Caucus  1 0 1 0 1 
Congressional Mongolia Caucus 1 0 1 0 1 
Congressional Morocco Caucus 1 0 1 0 9 
Congressional Motorcycle Caucus  1 0 1 1 12 
Congressional Motorsports Caucus 1 0 1 0 11 
Congressional Multiple Sclerosis Caucus  0 0 1 0 26 
Congressional National Guard and Reserve 
Components Caucus 
1 1 0 1 56 
Congressional National Parks Caucus 1 1 0 0 22 
Congressional Native American Caucus 1 0 1 0 39 
Congressional Navy and Marine Corps Caucus 1 1 0 0 23 
Congressional New Americans Caucus  1 0 1 0 7 
Congressional NextGen 9-1-1 Caucus  1 0 0 1 16 
Congressional Nigeria Caucus  1 0 1 0 1 
Congressional Nuclear Security Working Group 1 1 0 0 6 
Congressional Nursing Caucus 0 0 1 0 23 
Congressional Oceans Caucus 1 0 1 0 20 
Congressional Ohio River Basin Caucus  1 0 0 0 3 
Congressional Oil & Gas Caucus 1 1 0 0 0 
Congressional Open Source Caucus 0 1 0 0 1 
Congressional Opportunity Action Group  0 1 0 0 0 
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Congressional Oral Health Caucus  0 0 1 0 5 
Congressional Organ and Tissue Donation and 
Transplantation Awareness Caucus  
0 0 1 0 5 
Congressional Out of Poverty Caucus  1 1 0 1 16 
Congressional Payer Caucus 0 1 0 0 1 
Congressional Peace Corps Caucus 0 0 1 0 10 
Congressional Peanut Caucus 1 0 0 0 6 
Congressional Pediatric & Adult Hydrocephalus 
Caucus 
0 0 1 0 2 
Congressional Pediatric Trauma Caucus 1 0 1 0 1 
Congressional Pension Protection for Working 
Americans Caucus  
0 1 0 0 2 
Congressional Pilots Caucus  1 0 1 0 8 
Congressional Pollinator Protection Caucus 0 0 1 0 6 
Congressional Portuguese Caucus 1 0 1 0 6 
Congressional Ports Opportunity, Renewal, Trade, 
and Security (PORTS) Caucus 
1 0 0 0 36 
Congressional Post-9/11 Veterans Caucus 0 0 1 0 0 
Congressional Prayer Caucus 0 1 0 1 18 
Congressional Pre-K Caucus 0 0 1 1 8 
Congressional Primary Care Caucus 0 0 1 0 10 
Congressional Privacy Caucus 0 1 0 0 11 
Congressional Progressive Caucus 0 1 0 1 46 
Congressional Propane Caucus 1 0 0 0 10 
Congressional Public Broadcasting Caucus 1 1 0 0 18 
Congressional Public Health Caucus 1 1 0 1 4 
Congressional Public Service Loan Forgiveness 
Caucus 
0 1 0 0 2 
Congressional Public Transportation Caucus 1 1 0 0 4 
Congressional Puget Sound Recovery Caucus 1 0 0 0 4 
Congressional Rare Earth Caucus 1 0 0 0 4 
Congressional Ready Mixed Concrete Caucus 1 0 0 0 2 
Congressional Recycling Caucus 1 1 0 0 11 
Congressional Reentry Caucus 0 1 0 0 0 
Congressional Refinery Caucus 1 0 0 0 5 
Congressional Reformers Caucus 0 1 0 0 2 
Congressional Research and Development (R&D) 
Caucus 
1 0 0 1 10 
Congressional Resilient Construction Caucus  1 0 0 0 0 
Congressional Rock and Roll Caucus 1 0 1 0 2 
Congressional Rugby Caucus 0 0 1 0 1 
Congressional Rum Caucus 1 0 0 0 0 
Congressional Rural Caucus 1 1 0 1 11 
Congressional Rural Veterans Caucus  1 0 1 0 9 
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Congressional School Choice Caucus  1 1 0 0 7 
Congressional Scouting Caucus  0 0 1 0 8 
Congressional Second Amendment Caucus  0 1 0 0 9 
Congressional Semiconductor Caucus  1 0 0 0 4 
Congressional Serbian Caucus  1 0 1 0 1 
Congressional Services Caucus 1 1 0 0 5 
Congressional Sharing Economy Caucus  1 1 0 0 4 
Congressional Shellfish Caucus  1 0 0 0 14 
Congressional Shipbuilding Caucus  1 0 0 0 25 
Congressional Sickle Cell Caucus  0 0 1 0 1 
Congressional Sindh Caucus 1 0 1 0 0 
Congressional Singapore Caucus 1 0 1 0 11 
Congressional Ski and Snowboard Caucus 1 0 1 0 5 
Congressional Skin Cancer Caucus  0 0 1 0 11 
Congressional Slovak Caucus 1 0 1 0 3 
Congressional Small Business Caucus  0 1 0 0 33 
Congressional Smart Contracting Caucus 1 0 0 0 1 
Congressional Smart Transportation Caucus 1 1 0 0 3 
Congressional Social Work Caucus  0 0 1 1 6 
Congressional Soils Caucus 1 0 0 0 6 
Congressional Special Operations Forces Caucus  1 1 0 0 11 
Congressional Sportmen's Caucus 1 0 1 1 72 
Congressional Sri Lanka Caucus  1 0 1 0 2 
Congressional STEAM Caucus  0 0 1 0 20 
Congressional Steel Caucus  1 0 0 0 35 
Congressional STEM Education Caucus  0 0 1 1 23 
Congressional Submarine Caucus  1 0 0 1 7 
Congressional Sudan and South Sudan Caucus  1 0 1 0 11 
Congressional Taiwan Caucus  1 0 1 0 55 
Congressional Task Force on Election Security  0 1 0 0 0 
Congressional Telehealth Caucus 1 0 0 0 1 
Congressional Term Limits Caucus  0 1 0 0 3 
Congressional Texas Maritime Caucus  1 0 0 0 2 
Congressional Tourette Syndrome Caucus  0 0 1 0 5 
Congressional Trademark Caucus  0 1 0 0 2 
Congressional Transatlantic Trade and Investment 
Partnership (TTIP) Caucus 
0 1 0 1 1 
Congressional Transparency Caucus  0 1 0 1 5 
Congressional Travel and Tourism Caucus 1 0 0 0 44 
Congressional Tuesday Group Caucus 0 1 0 0 1 
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Congressional U.S. Cargo Airship Caucus  0 0 1 0 0 
Congressional U.S. Expatriate (Expat) Caucus 0 0 1 0 0 
Congressional U.S.-Lebanon Friendship Caucus 1 0 1 0 2 
Congressional U.S.-Mexico Friendship Caucus 1 0 1 0 12 
Congressional Unmanned Systems Caucus  0 0 1 0 16 
Congressional Urban Caucus 1 1 0 0 14 
Congressional US-China Working Group 0 1 0 1 17 
Congressional Valley Fever Task Force 1 0 0 1 2 
Congressional Values Action Team 0 1 0 0 17 
Congressional Veterans Jobs Caucus  1 0 1 0 30 
Congressional Victims of Communism Caucus  0 1 0 0 0 
Congressional Victims' Rights Caucus  0 1 0 1 22 
Congressional Voting Rights Caucus  0 1 0 1 13 
Congressional Warrior's Caucus  0 0 1 0 5 
Congressional Western Caucus 1 1 0 1 16 
Congressional Wildlife Refuge Caucus 1 1 0 0 17 
Congressional Wine Caucus 1 0 0 1 22 
Congressional Working Forests Caucus  1 0 0 0 7 
Congressional Writers Caucus 0 0 1 0 2 
Congressional Youth Challenge Caucus  0 0 1 0 10 
Congressional Zika Caucus 1 0 0 0 0 
Congressional Zoo and Aquarium Caucus 1 0 0 0 16 
Connecting the Americas Caucus 1 1 0 0 3 
Conservative Opportunity Society  0 1 0 1 4 
Creative Rights Caucus 1 1 0 1 16 
Crime Prevention and Youth Development Caucus 1 1 0 1 3 
Democratic Israel Working Group 0 1 0 0 12 
Distributed Generation Caucus  1 1 0 0 2 
Electromagnetic Pulse Caucus 0 1 0 0 1 
European Union Caucus 0 1 0 0 12 
Florida Ports Caucus  1 0 0 0 6 
Friends of a Free, Stable, and Democratic Syria 
Caucus  
0 1 0 0 3 
Friends of Finland Caucus  1 0 1 0 5 
Friends of Job Corps Congressional Caucus 0 1 0 0 17 
Friends of Kazakhstan Caucus  1 0 1 0 0 
Friends of Switzerland Caucus  1 0 1 0 8 
Global Investment in America Caucus 1 1 0 0 4 
Government Efficiency Caucus  0 1 0 0 5 
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Hidden Heroes Caucus for Military and Veteran 
Caregivers 
1 0 1 0 8 
Historic Preservation Caucus 0 0 1 0 23 
Hong Kong Caucus 1 0 1 0 1 
House Aerospace Caucus  1 1 0 0 16 
House Automotive Caucus 1 0 0 0 19 
House Baltic Caucus  1 0 1 1 12 
House Congressional Freedom of the Press Caucus  0 1 0 0 5 
House Congressional Mobility Air Forces Caucus 1 0 1 0 6 
House Decentralized Wastewater Recycling Caucus 1 0 0 0 1 
House Ethiopian-American Caucus  1 0 1 0 5 
House Farmer's Cooperative Caucus  1 0 1 0 8 
House Freedom Caucus 0 1 0 0 8 
House Future Caucus  0 0 1 0 1 
House General Aviation Caucus  1 0 0 0 69 
House Liberty Caucus 0 1 0 0 5 
House NASA Caucus  1 1 0 0 7 
House National Security Caucus 0 1 0 0 2 
House Organic Caucus 1 0 1 0 20 
House Outdoor Recreation Caucus  1 0 1 0 4 
House Paper and Packaging Caucus 1 0 0 0 4 
House Republican Israel Caucus  1 1 0 0 22 
House Rural Education Caucus 1 1 0 0 11 
House Specialty Crops Caucus 1 0 0 0 15 
House Sugar Caucus 1 0 0 0 6 
House Textile Caucus  1 0 0 0 11 
House Trails Caucus  1 0 0 0 10 
House UK Caucus  1 0 1 0 10 
House Whistleblower Protection Caucus  0 1 0 0 2 
House Wire and Wire Products Caucus  1 0 0 0 9 
Hydrogen and Fuel Cell Caucus 1 0 0 0 8 
I-69 Congressional Caucus 1 0 0 0 5 
Immigrant Service Members and Veterans Caucus  0 0 1 0 2 
International Conservation Caucus 0 1 0 1 19 
International Religious Freedom Caucus 0 1 0 0 13 
Israel Allies Caucus 1 1 0 0 22 
Kurdish-American Congressional Caucus 1 0 1 0 6 
Land Conservation Caucus 1 1 0 0 7 
Law Enforcement Caucus  0 1 0 0 25 
Medical Technology Caucus 1 0 1 0 18 
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Mental Health Caucus  0 1 0 0 21 
Missile Defense Caucus 1 1 0 0 12 
Municipal Finance Caucus 1 1 0 0 5 
National Heritage Area Caucus  1 0 0 0 6 
National Service Caucus 0 1 0 0 19 
New Democrat Coalition 0 1 0 1 29 
Northeast-Mideast (NEME) Congressional Coalition  1 0 0 1 11 
Northern Border Caucus 1 0 0 0 12 
Northwest Energy Caucus  1 1 0 0 5 
Oil and National Security (ONS) Caucus 1 1 0 0 3 
Olympic and Paralympic Caucus 1 0 1 1 6 
Problem Solvers Caucus 0 1 0 0 17 
Public Works and Infrastructure Caucus  1 1 0 0 6 
Purple Heart Caucus 0 0 1 0 1 
Rare Disease Caucus  0 0 1 0 24 
Real Estate Caucus 0 0 1 0 8 
Recording Arts and Sciences Congressional Caucus 1 0 0 0 7 
Republican Main Street Caucus ("Main Street") 0 1 0 1 2 
Road Safety Caucus 0 0 1 0 2 
Romanian Caucus  1 0 1 0 4 
Skilled American Workforce Caucus 0 1 0 0 4 
Small Brewers Caucus 1 0 0 0 47 
Task Force on Anti-Terrorism & Proliferation 
Financing 
0 1 0 1 8 
Taxed Enough Already Caucus 0 1 0 0 0 
Tuberculosis (TB) Elimination Caucus  0 0 1 0 6 
Tunisia Caucus 1 0 1 0 2 
U.S.-Japan Caucus 1 0 1 1 22 
US-Philippines Friendship Caucus   1 0 1 0 11 
Veterinary Medicine Caucus 1 0 1 0 10 
Work for Warriors Caucus 0 1 0 1 4 
 282 180 182 67 4674 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           58
Appendix D – DW Nominate Scores for the Full 115th US House                                  
State Representative Name Party DW Nominate Score 
Alabama SEWELL, Terri Democrat -0.394 
Alabama ROGERS, Mike Dennis Republican 0.338 
Alabama ADERHOLT, Robert Republican 0.36 
Alabama ROBY, Martha Republican 0.366 
Alabama BYRNE, Bradley Republican 0.539 
Alabama BROOKS, Mo Republican 0.599 
Alabama PALMER, Gary James Republican 0.779 
Alaska YOUNG, Donald Edwin Republican 0.278 
Arizona GRIJALVA, Raúl M. Democrat -0.599 
Arizona GALLEGO, Ruben Democrat -0.46 
Arizona O'HALLERAN, Thomas C. Democrat -0.166 
Arizona SINEMA, Kyrsten Democrat -0.11 
Arizona McSALLY, Martha Republican 0.336 
Arizona GOSAR, Paul Republican 0.61 
Arizona SCHWEIKERT, David Republican 0.631 
Arizona FRANKS, Trent Republican 0.749 
Arizona BIGGS, Andrew S. Republican 0.929 
Arkansas WOMACK, Steve Republican 0.345 
Arkansas CRAWFORD, Rick Republican 0.378 
Arkansas HILL, French Republican 0.477 
Arkansas WESTERMAN, Bruce Eugene Republican 0.542 
California LEE, Barbara Democrat -0.686 
California WATERS, Maxine Democrat -0.657 
California GOMEZ, Jimmy Democrat -0.62 
California KHANNA, Rohit Democrat -0.587 
California BASS, Karen Democrat -0.576 
California DESAULNIER, Mark James Democrat -0.517 
California BECERRA, Xavier Democrat -0.512 
California BARRAGÁN, Nanette Diaz Democrat -0.511 
California SÁNCHEZ, Linda T. Democrat -0.506 
California PELOSI, Nancy Democrat -0.491 
California CHU, Judy Democrat -0.49 
California TAKANO, Mark Democrat -0.47 
California ROYBAL-ALLARD, Lucille Democrat -0.47 
California NAPOLITANO, Grace Flores Democrat -0.447 
California LOWENTHAL, Alan Democrat -0.443 
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California MATSUI, Doris Democrat -0.434 
California HUFFMAN, Jared Democrat -0.433 
California LOFGREN, Zoe Democrat -0.401 
California THOMPSON, Michael Democrat -0.395 
California VARGAS, Juan Democrat -0.392 
California SPEIER, Karen Lorraine Jacqueline (Jackie) Democrat -0.384 
California ESHOO, Anna Georges Democrat -0.382 
California CÁRDENAS, Tony Democrat -0.377 
California LIEU, Ted Democrat -0.362 
California SWALWELL, Eric Democrat -0.362 
California TORRES, Norma Judith Democrat -0.355 
California SCHIFF, Adam Democrat -0.347 
California DAVIS, Susan A. Democrat -0.343 
California SHERMAN, Brad Democrat -0.342 
California GARAMENDI, John Democrat -0.313 
California PANETTA, James Varni Democrat -0.307 
California CARBAJAL, Salud Democrat -0.305 
California AGUILAR, Peter Rey Democrat -0.286 
California BROWNLEY, Julia Democrat -0.283 
California CORREA, Jose Luis Democrat -0.278 
California McNERNEY, Jerry Democrat -0.259 
California RUIZ, Raul Democrat -0.235 
California BERA, Ami Democrat -0.226 
California COSTA, Jim Democrat -0.188 
California PETERS, Scott Democrat -0.174 
California VALADAO, David G. Republican 0.254 
California DENHAM, Jeff Republican 0.308 
California CALVERT, Ken Republican 0.348 
California COOK, Paul Republican 0.383 
California KNIGHT, Steve Republican 0.404 
California WALTERS, Mimi Republican 0.425 
California NUNES, Devin Republican 0.449 
California MCCARTHY, Kevin Republican 0.462 
California ISSA, Darrell Republican 0.505 
California HUNTER, Duncan Duane Republican 0.512 
California LaMALFA, Doug Republican 0.559 
California ROHRABACHER, Dana Republican 0.627 
California ROYCE, Edward Randall Republican 0.662 
California McCLINTOCK, Tom Republican 0.744 
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Colorado DeGETTE, Diana Democrat -0.432 
Colorado PERLMUTTER, Ed Democrat -0.283 
Colorado POLIS, Jared Democrat -0.28 
Colorado TIPTON, Scott Republican 0.455 
Colorado COFFMAN, Mike Republican 0.498 
Colorado LAMBORN, Doug Republican 0.69 
Colorado BUCK, Kenneth Robert Republican 0.736 
Connecticut DeLAURO, Rosa L. Democrat -0.417 
Connecticut LARSON, John B. Democrat -0.401 
Connecticut COURTNEY, Joe Democrat -0.343 
Connecticut ESTY, Elizabeth Democrat -0.311 
Connecticut HIMES, James A. Democrat -0.241 
Delaware BLUNT ROCHESTER, Lisa Democrat -0.345 
Florida HASTINGS, Alcee Lamar Democrat -0.565 
Florida WILSON, Frederica Democrat -0.475 
Florida CASTOR, Kathy Democrat -0.438 
Florida WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Debbie Democrat -0.424 
Florida FRANKEL, Lois Democrat -0.408 
Florida DEUTCH, Theodore E. (Ted) Democrat -0.403 
Florida SOTO, Darren Michael Democrat -0.357 
Florida DEMINGS, Valdez Butler Democrat -0.332 
Florida LAWSON, Alfred Jr. Democrat -0.256 
Florida CRIST, Charlie Joseph Jr. Democrat -0.201 
Florida MURPHY, Stephanie Democrat -0.152 
Florida CURBELO, Carlos Republican 0.208 
Florida ROS-LEHTINEN, Ileana Republican 0.245 
Florida DIAZ-BALART, Mario Republican 0.277 
Florida MAST, Brian Jeffery Republican 0.341 
Florida RUTHERFORD, John Henry Republican 0.359 
Florida BUCHANAN, Vernon G. Republican 0.36 
Florida BILIRAKIS, Gus Republican 0.402 
Florida ROONEY, Thomas J. Republican 0.461 
Florida WEBSTER, Daniel A. Republican 0.478 
Florida POSEY, Bill Republican 0.51 
Florida DUNN, Neal Patrick Republican 0.525 
Florida ROSS, Dennis Republican 0.534 
Florida ROONEY, Francis Republican 0.573 
Florida DeSANTIS, Ron Republican 0.664 
Florida YOHO, Ted Republican 0.705 
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Florida GAETZ, Matthew L. II Republican 0.733 
Georgia LEWIS, John R. Democrat -0.589 
Georgia JOHNSON, Hank Democrat -0.468 
Georgia SCOTT, David Democrat -0.302 
Georgia BISHOP, Sanford Dixon, Jr. Democrat -0.281 
Georgia HANDEL, Karen Republican 0.489 
Georgia FERGUSON, Anderson Drew IV Republican 0.541 
Georgia CARTER, Buddy Republican 0.566 
Georgia SCOTT, Austin Republican 0.576 
Georgia ALLEN, Rick W. Republican 0.623 
Georgia COLLINS, Doug Republican 0.637 
Georgia PRICE, Tom Republican 0.644 
Georgia WOODALL, Rob Republican 0.651 
Georgia LOUDERMILK, Barry D. Republican 0.673 
Georgia HICE, Jody Brownlow Republican 0.724 
Georgia GRAVES, Tom Republican 0.752 
Hawaii HANABUSA, Colleen Democrat -0.371 
Hawaii GABBARD, Tulsi Democrat -0.28 
Idaho SIMPSON, Michael K. Republican 0.293 
Idaho LABRADOR, Raúl R. Republican 0.728 
Illinois SCHAKOWSKY, Janice D. Democrat -0.606 
Illinois DAVIS, Danny K. Democrat -0.487 
Illinois GUTIÉRREZ, Luis V. Democrat -0.485 
Illinois RUSH, Bobby L. Democrat -0.478 
Illinois KELLY, Robin L. Democrat -0.452 
Illinois QUIGLEY, Mike Democrat -0.316 
Illinois KRISHNAMOORTHI, S. Raja Democrat -0.314 
Illinois BUSTOS, Cheri Democrat -0.236 
Illinois LIPINSKI, Daniel Democrat -0.233 
Illinois FOSTER, Bill Democrat -0.222 
Illinois SCHNEIDER, Brad Democrat -0.173 
Illinois BOST, Mike Republican 0.26 
Illinois KINZINGER, Adam Republican 0.27 
Illinois DAVIS, Rodney Republican 0.294 
Illinois SHIMKUS, John M. Republican 0.372 
Illinois ROSKAM, Peter Republican 0.434 
Illinois LaHOOD, Darin Republican 0.448 
Illinois HULTGREN, Randy Republican 0.492 
Indiana CARSON, André Democrat -0.43 
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Indiana VISCLOSKY, Peter Democrat -0.402 
Indiana BROOKS, Susan Republican 0.376 
Indiana BUCSHON, Larry Republican 0.388 
Indiana WALORSKI, Jackie Republican 0.447 
Indiana HOLLINGSWORTH, Joseph Albert III Republican 0.476 
Indiana MESSER, Luke Republican 0.561 
Indiana ROKITA, Todd Republican 0.595 
Indiana BANKS, James E. Republican 0.657 
Iowa LOEBSACK, Dave Democrat -0.277 
Iowa YOUNG, David Republican 0.448 
Iowa BLUM, Rod Republican 0.52 
Iowa KING, Steve Republican 0.618 
Kansas JENKINS, Lynn Republican 0.524 
Kansas MARSHALL, Roger Wayne Republican 0.538 
Kansas ESTES, Ron Republican 0.561 
Kansas YODER, Kevin Republican 0.564 
Kansas POMPEO, Mike Republican 0.66 
Kentucky YARMUTH, John Democrat -0.378 
Kentucky ROGERS, Harold Dallas (Hal) Republican 0.332 
Kentucky GUTHRIE, Brett Republican 0.409 
Kentucky BARR, Garland H. (Andy) IV Republican 0.485 
Kentucky COMER, James Republican 0.612 
Kentucky MASSIE, Thomas Republican 0.668 
Louisiana RICHMOND, Cedric Democrat -0.473 
Louisiana ABRAHAM, Ralph Republican 0.496 
Louisiana GRAVES, Garret Republican 0.5 
Louisiana HIGGINS, Clay Republican 0.521 
Louisiana JOHNSON, Mike Republican 0.559 
Louisiana SCALISE, Steve Republican 0.559 
Maine PINGREE, Chellie Democrat -0.426 
Maine POLIQUIN, Bruce Lee Republican 0.369 
Maryland RASKIN, Jamie Ben Democrat -0.551 
Maryland SARBANES, John Democrat -0.466 
Maryland CUMMINGS, Elijah Eugene Democrat -0.438 
Maryland HOYER, Steny Hamilton Democrat -0.379 
Maryland BROWN, Anthony Gregory Democrat -0.341 
Maryland RUPPERSBERGER, C. A. (Dutch) Democrat -0.297 
Maryland DELANEY, John Democrat -0.275 
Maryland HARRIS, Andy Republican 0.605 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                           63
Massachusetts CAPUANO, Michael Everett Democrat -0.579 
Massachusetts McGOVERN, James P. Democrat -0.538 
Massachusetts CLARK, Katherine M. Democrat -0.49 
Massachusetts KENNEDY, Joseph P. III Democrat -0.426 
Massachusetts NEAL, Richard Edmund Democrat -0.416 
Massachusetts TSONGAS, Nicola S. (Niki) Democrat -0.399 
Massachusetts LYNCH, Stephen F. Democrat -0.352 
Massachusetts KEATING, William R. Democrat -0.328 
Massachusetts MOULTON, Seth Democrat -0.307 
Michigan CONYERS, John, Jr. Democrat -0.658 
Michigan LAWRENCE, Brenda L Democrat -0.443 
Michigan DINGELL, Debbie Democrat -0.419 
Michigan KILDEE, Dan Democrat -0.399 
Michigan LEVIN, Sander Martin Democrat -0.377 
Michigan UPTON, Frederick Stephen Republican 0.34 
Michigan TROTT, David A. Republican 0.371 
Michigan MOOLENAAR, John Republican 0.4 
Michigan MITCHELL, Paul Republican 0.438 
Michigan BERGMAN, John Republican 0.446 
Michigan BISHOP, Michael Dean Republican 0.447 
Michigan WALBERG, Tim Republican 0.527 
Michigan HUIZENGA, Bill Republican 0.635 
Michigan AMASH, Justin Republican 0.658 
Minnesota ELLISON, Keith Democrat -0.543 
Minnesota McCOLLUM, Betty Democrat -0.419 
Minnesota NOLAN, Richard Michael Democrat -0.372 
Minnesota WALZ, Tim Democrat -0.274 
Minnesota PETERSON, Collin Clark Democrat -0.146 
Minnesota PAULSEN, Erik Republican 0.407 
Minnesota EMMER, Thomas Earl II Republican 0.433 
Minnesota LEWIS, Jason Mark Republican 0.495 
Mississippi THOMPSON, Bennie Democrat -0.515 
Mississippi HARPER, Gregg Republican 0.385 
Mississippi PALAZZO, Steven Republican 0.492 
Mississippi KELLY, Trent Republican 0.565 
Missouri CLAY, William Lacy, Jr. Democrat -0.481 
Missouri CLEAVER, Emanuel, II Democrat -0.452 
Missouri GRAVES, Samuel Republican 0.433 
Missouri LUETKEMEYER, Blaine Republican 0.445 
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Missouri WAGNER, Ann Republican 0.469 
Missouri HARTZLER, Vicky Republican 0.496 
Missouri LONG, Billy Republican 0.56 
Missouri SMITH, Jason Republican 0.611 
Montana GIANFORTE, Greg Republican 0.394 
Montana ZINKE, Ryan Republican 0.412 
Nebraska FORTENBERRY, Jeff Republican 0.3 
Nebraska BACON, Donald J. Republican 0.44 
Nebraska SMITH, Adrian Republican 0.509 
Nevada KIHUEN, Ruben Jesus Democrat -0.365 
Nevada TITUS, Alice (Dina) Democrat -0.298 
Nevada ROSEN, Jacklyn Sheryl Democrat -0.245 
Nevada AMODEI, Mark E. Republican 0.378 
New Hampshire SHEA-PORTER, Carol Democrat -0.316 
New Hampshire KUSTER, Ann McLane Democrat -0.256 
New Jersey WATSON COLEMAN, Bonnie Democrat -0.624 
New Jersey PAYNE, Donald, Jr. Democrat -0.515 
New Jersey NORCROSS, Donald Democrat -0.418 
New Jersey PALLONE, Frank, Jr. Democrat -0.402 
New Jersey SIRES, Albio Democrat -0.401 
New Jersey PASCRELL, William J., Jr. Democrat -0.366 
New Jersey GOTTHEIMER, Josh S. Democrat -0.139 
New Jersey SMITH, Christopher Henry Republican 0.16 
New Jersey MacARTHUR, Thomas Charles Republican 0.208 
New Jersey LoBIONDO, Frank A. Republican 0.211 
New Jersey FRELINGHUYSEN, Rodney P. Republican 0.291 
New Jersey LANCE, Leonard Republican 0.335 
New Mexico LUJÁN, Ben Ray Democrat -0.369 
New Mexico LUJAN GRISHAM, Michelle Democrat -0.32 
New Mexico PEARCE, Stevan Republican 0.47 
New York ESPAILLAT, Adriano J. Democrat -0.617 
New York CLARKE, Yvette Diane Democrat -0.611 
New York VELÁZQUEZ, Nydia M. Democrat -0.546 
New York NADLER, Jerrold Lewis Democrat -0.509 
New York SERRANO, José E. Democrat -0.49 
New York JEFFRIES, Hakeem Democrat -0.479 
New York SLAUGHTER, Louise McIntosh Democrat -0.466 
New York TONKO, Paul Democrat -0.426 
New York MEEKS, Gregory W. Democrat -0.414 
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New York CROWLEY, Joseph Democrat -0.41 
New York ENGEL, Eliot Lance Democrat -0.408 
New York LOWEY, Nita M. Democrat -0.388 
New York MALONEY, Carolyn Bosher Democrat -0.386 
New York MENG, Grace Democrat -0.385 
New York HIGGINS, Brian Democrat -0.344 
New York RICE, Kathleen Maura Democrat -0.294 
New York MALONEY, Sean Patrick Democrat -0.232 
New York SUOZZI, Thomas Democrat -0.213 
New York KATKO, John Republican 0.209 
New York STEFANIK, Elise M Republican 0.218 
New York DONOVAN, Daniel M., Jr. Republican 0.223 
New York FASO, John J. Republican 0.246 
New York KING, Peter T. Republican 0.26 
New York TENNEY, Claudia Republican 0.269 
New York REED, Thomas W. II Republican 0.298 
New York ZELDIN, Lee M Republican 0.353 
New York COLLINS, Chris Republican 0.366 
North Carolina ADAMS, Alma Democrat -0.475 
North Carolina BUTTERFIELD, George Kenneth, Jr. (G.K.) Democrat -0.404 
North Carolina PRICE, David Eugene Democrat -0.341 
North Carolina JONES, Walter Beaman, Jr. Republican 0.24 
North Carolina PITTENGER, Robert Republican 0.563 
North Carolina McHENRY, Patrick T. Republican 0.582 
North Carolina WALKER, Bradley Mark Republican 0.603 
North Carolina ROUZER, David Republican 0.619 
North Carolina MEADOWS, Mark Republican 0.626 
North Carolina FOXX, Virginia Ann Republican 0.641 
North Carolina HOLDING, George E.B. Republican 0.658 
North Carolina HUDSON, Richard Republican 0.674 
North Carolina BUDD, Theodore Paul Republican 0.798 
North Dakota CRAMER, Kevin Republican 0.386 
Ohio FUDGE, Marcia L. Democrat -0.587 
Ohio BEATTY, Joyce Democrat -0.43 
Ohio RYAN, Timothy J. Democrat -0.403 
Ohio KAPTUR, Marcia Carolyn (Marcy) Democrat -0.35 
Ohio JOYCE, David Republican 0.256 
Ohio TURNER, Michael R. Republican 0.267 
Ohio STIVERS, Steve Republican 0.299 
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Ohio RENACCI, Jim Republican 0.385 
Ohio TIBERI, Patrick (Pat) Republican 0.386 
Ohio JOHNSON, Bill Republican 0.428 
Ohio GIBBS, Bob Republican 0.459 
Ohio LATTA, Robert E. Republican 0.519 
Ohio WENSTRUP, Brad Republican 0.577 
Ohio CHABOT, Steve Republican 0.584 
Ohio JORDAN, Jim Republican 0.706 
Ohio DAVIDSON, Warren Republican 0.758 
Oklahoma COLE, Tom Republican 0.335 
Oklahoma LUCAS, Frank D. Republican 0.363 
Oklahoma RUSSELL, Steve Republican 0.469 
Oklahoma MULLIN, Markwayne Republican 0.503 
Oklahoma BRIDENSTINE, Jim Republican 0.689 
Oregon DeFAZIO, Peter Anthony Democrat -0.429 
Oregon BLUMENAUER, Earl Democrat -0.428 
Oregon BONAMICI, Suzanne Democrat -0.395 
Oregon SCHRADER, Kurt Democrat -0.19 
Oregon WALDEN, Greg Republican 0.339 
Pennsylvania BRADY, Robert A. Democrat -0.484 
Pennsylvania EVANS, Dwight Democrat -0.468 
Pennsylvania BOYLE, Brendan Francis Democrat -0.383 
Pennsylvania CARTWRIGHT, Matt Democrat -0.38 
Pennsylvania DOYLE, Michael F. Democrat -0.328 
Pennsylvania COSTELLO, Ryan Republican 0.218 
Pennsylvania MEEHAN, Patrick Republican 0.221 
Pennsylvania FITZPATRICK, Brian K. Republican 0.225 
Pennsylvania DENT, Charles W. Republican 0.243 
Pennsylvania MURPHY, Timothy Republican 0.258 
Pennsylvania BARLETTA, Lou Republican 0.275 
Pennsylvania THOMPSON, Glenn Republican 0.308 
Pennsylvania KELLY, Mike Republican 0.318 
Pennsylvania SMUCKER, Lloyd K. Republican 0.341 
Pennsylvania MARINO, Thomas A. Republican 0.351 
Pennsylvania SHUSTER, William (Bill) Republican 0.375 
Pennsylvania ROTHFUS, Keith Republican 0.491 
Pennsylvania PERRY, Scott Republican 0.66 
Rhode Island CICILLINE, David N. Democrat -0.391 
Rhode Island LANGEVIN, James Democrat -0.375 
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South Carolina CLYBURN, James Enos Democrat -0.465 
South Carolina WILSON, Addison Graves (Joe) Republican 0.547 
South Carolina RICE, Tom Republican 0.576 
South Carolina GOWDY, Trey Republican 0.663 
South Carolina NORMAN, Ralph Republican 0.693 
South Carolina SANFORD, Mark Republican 0.697 
South Carolina DUNCAN, Jeff Republican 0.736 
South Carolina MULVANEY, Mick Republican 0.75 
South Dakota NOEM, Kristi Republican 0.396 
Tennessee COHEN, Stephen Democrat -0.403 
Tennessee COOPER, James Hayes Shofner Democrat -0.161 
Tennessee FLEISCHMANN, Chuck Republican 0.473 
Tennessee ROE, David P. (Phil) Republican 0.494 
Tennessee KUSTOFF, David Republican 0.535 
Tennessee BLACK, Diane Republican 0.581 
Tennessee DESJARLAIS, Scott Republican 0.594 
Tennessee DUNCAN, John J., Jr. Republican 0.6 
Tennessee BLACKBURN, Marsha Republican 0.616 
Texas JOHNSON, Eddie Bernice Democrat -0.486 
Texas JACKSON LEE, Sheila Democrat -0.458 
Texas GREEN, Al Democrat -0.434 
Texas VEASEY, Marc Democrat -0.409 
Texas DOGGETT, Lloyd Alton, II Democrat -0.402 
Texas CASTRO, Joaquin Democrat -0.398 
Texas GONZALEZ, Vicente Jr. Democrat -0.365 
Texas GREEN, Raymond Eugene (Gene) Democrat -0.323 
Texas VELA, Filemon Democrat -0.312 
Texas O'ROURKE, Beto Democrat -0.312 
Texas CUELLAR, Henry Democrat -0.226 
Texas HURD, William Ballard Republican 0.392 
Texas GRANGER, Kay Republican 0.392 
Texas SMITH, Lamar Seeligson Republican 0.425 
Texas McCAUL, Michael T. Republican 0.45 
Texas CARTER, John R. Republican 0.467 
Texas CULBERSON, John Republican 0.503 
Texas BRADY, Kevin Patrick Republican 0.518 
Texas BARTON, Joe Linus Republican 0.528 
Texas THORNBERRY, William McClellan (Mac) Republican 0.529 
Texas OLSON, Pete Republican 0.54 
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Texas FARENTHOLD, Blake Republican 0.546 
Texas ARRINGTON, Jodey Cook Republican 0.55 
Texas BURGESS, Michael C. Republican 0.57 
Texas SESSIONS, Pete Republican 0.586 
Texas CONAWAY, K. Michael Republican 0.591 
Texas POE, Ted Republican 0.593 
Texas GOHMERT, Louie Republican 0.597 
Texas WILLIAMS, Roger Republican 0.6 
Texas MARCHANT, Kenny Republican 0.602 
Texas FLORES, Bill Republican 0.606 
Texas JOHNSON, Sam Republican 0.609 
Texas HENSARLING, Jeb Republican 0.703 
Texas WEBER, Randy Republican 0.715 
Texas BABIN, Brian Republican 0.717 
Texas RATCLIFFE, John Republican 0.746 
Utah CURTIS, John R. Republican 0.465 
Utah STEWART, Chris Republican 0.521 
Utah BISHOP, Robert (Rob) Republican 0.53 
Utah LOVE, Ludmya Bourdeau (Mia) Republican 0.568 
Utah CHAFFETZ, Jason Republican 0.647 
Vermont WELCH, Peter Democrat -0.408 
Virginia SCOTT, Robert C. Democrat -0.451 
Virginia MCEACHIN, Aston Donald Democrat -0.4 
Virginia BEYER, Donald Sternoff Jr. Democrat -0.394 
Virginia CONNOLLY, Gerald E. (Gerry) Democrat -0.305 
Virginia COMSTOCK, Barbara J. Republican 0.274 
Virginia WITTMAN, Robert J. Republican 0.421 
Virginia TAYLOR, Scott William Republican 0.476 
Virginia GOODLATTE, Robert William Republican 0.495 
Virginia GRIFFITH, H. Morgan Republican 0.544 
Virginia BRAT, David A. Republican 0.839 
Virginia GARRETT, Thomas Alexander Jr. Republican 0.99 
Washington JAYAPAL, Pramila Democrat -0.781 
Washington LARSEN, Richard Ray (Rick) Democrat -0.365 
Washington HECK, Denny Democrat -0.316 
Washington KILMER, Derek Democrat -0.306 
Washington SMITH, Adam Democrat -0.282 
Washington DelBENE, Suzan K. Democrat -0.278 
Washington REICHERT, David G. Republican 0.223 
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Washington NEWHOUSE, Daniel Milton Republican 0.365 
Washington HERRERA BEUTLER, Jaime Republican 0.38 
Washington McMORRIS RODGERS, Cathy Republican 0.43 
West Virginia McKINLEY, David Republican 0.289 
West Virginia JENKINS, Evan H. Republican 0.313 
West Virginia MOONEY, Alex X. Republican 0.569 
Wisconsin POCAN, Mark Democrat -0.554 
Wisconsin MOORE, Gwendolynne S. (Gwen) Democrat -0.532 
Wisconsin KIND, Ron Democrat -0.263 
Wisconsin DUFFY, Sean Republican 0.505 
Wisconsin GALLAGHER, Michael Republican 0.513 
Wisconsin RYAN, Paul D. Republican 0.556 
Wisconsin GROTHMAN, Glenn Republican 0.606 
Wisconsin SENSENBRENNER, Frank James, Jr. Republican 0.647 
Wyoming CHENEY, Liz Republican 0.532 
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Appendix E – DW Nominate Scores for the Listed 115th US House 
State Representative Party DW Nominate 
Alabama SEWELL, Terri Democrat -0.394 
Alabama ROBY, Martha Republican 0.366 
Alabama BYRNE, Bradley Republican 0.539 
Alabama BROOKS, Mo Republican 0.599 
Alabama PALMER, Gary James Republican 0.779 
Alaska YOUNG, Donald Edwin Republican 0.278 
Arizona GRIJALVA, Raúl M. Democrat -0.599 
Arizona O'HALLERAN, Thomas C. Democrat -0.166 
Arizona SINEMA, Kyrsten Democrat -0.11 
Arizona GOSAR, Paul Republican 0.61 
Arizona SCHWEIKERT, David Republican 0.631 
Arizona BIGGS, Andrew S. Republican 0.929 
Arkansas CRAWFORD, Rick Republican 0.378 
Arkansas HILL, French Republican 0.477 
Arkansas WESTERMAN, Bruce Eugene Republican 0.542 
California LEE, Barbara Democrat -0.686 
California WATERS, Maxine Democrat -0.657 
California GOMEZ, Jimmy Democrat -0.62 
California KHANNA, Rohit Democrat -0.587 
California BASS, Karen Democrat -0.576 
California DESAULNIER, Mark James Democrat -0.517 
California BARRAGÁN, Nanette Diaz Democrat -0.511 
California SÁNCHEZ, Linda T. Democrat -0.506 
California CHU, Judy Democrat -0.49 
California TAKANO, Mark Democrat -0.47 
California NAPOLITANO, Grace Flores Democrat -0.447 
California LOWENTHAL, Alan Democrat -0.443 
California MATSUI, Doris Democrat -0.434 
California HUFFMAN, Jared Democrat -0.433 
California THOMPSON, Michael Democrat -0.395 
California VARGAS, Juan Democrat -0.392 
California ESHOO, Anna Georges Democrat -0.382 
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California CÁRDENAS, Tony Democrat -0.377 
California LIEU, Ted Democrat -0.362 
California SWALWELL, Eric Democrat -0.362 
California TORRES, Norma Judith Democrat -0.355 
California SCHIFF, Adam Democrat -0.347 
California DAVIS, Susan A. Democrat -0.343 
California GARAMENDI, John Democrat -0.313 
California PANETTA, James Varni Democrat -0.307 
California CARBAJAL, Salud Democrat -0.305 
California AGUILAR, Peter Rey Democrat -0.286 
California BROWNLEY, Julia Democrat -0.283 
California CORREA, Jose Luis Democrat -0.278 
California McNERNEY, Jerry Democrat -0.259 
California COSTA, Jim Democrat -0.188 
California PETERS, Scott Democrat -0.174 
California VALADAO, David G. Republican 0.254 
California DENHAM, Jeff Republican 0.308 
California CALVERT, Ken Republican 0.348 
California COOK, Paul Republican 0.383 
California KNIGHT, Steve Republican 0.404 
California WALTERS, Mimi Republican 0.425 
California ISSA, Darrell Republican 0.505 
California HUNTER, Duncan Duane Republican 0.512 
Colorado DeGETTE, Diana Democrat -0.432 
Colorado PERLMUTTER, Ed Democrat -0.283 
Colorado POLIS, Jared Democrat -0.28 
Colorado BUCK, Kenneth Robert Republican 0.736 
Connecticut COURTNEY, Joe Democrat -0.343 
Connecticut HIMES, James A. Democrat -0.241 
Florida WILSON, Frederica Democrat -0.475 
Florida WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Debbie Democrat -0.424 
Florida FRANKEL, Lois Democrat -0.408 
Florida DEUTCH, Theodore E. (Ted) Democrat -0.403 
Florida SOTO, Darren Michael Democrat -0.357 
Florida DEMINGS, Valdez Butler Democrat -0.332 
Florida LAWSON, Alfred Jr. Democrat -0.256 
Florida MURPHY, Stephanie Democrat -0.152 
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Florida CURBELO, Carlos Republican 0.208 
Florida DIAZ-BALART, Mario Republican 0.277 
Florida MAST, Brian Jeffery Republican 0.341 
Florida RUTHERFORD, John Henry Republican 0.359 
Florida BILIRAKIS, Gus Republican 0.402 
Florida ROONEY, Thomas J. Republican 0.461 
Florida ROONEY, Francis Republican 0.573 
Florida YOHO, Ted Republican 0.705 
Georgia LEWIS, John R. Democrat -0.589 
Georgia JOHNSON, Hank Democrat -0.468 
Georgia BISHOP, Sanford Dixon, Jr. Democrat -0.281 
Georgia FERGUSON, Anderson Drew IV Republican 0.541 
Georgia SCOTT, Austin Republican 0.576 
Georgia LOUDERMILK, Barry D. Republican 0.673 
Georgia HICE, Jody Brownlow Republican 0.724 
Hawaii HANABUSA, Colleen Democrat -0.371 
Idaho LABRADOR, Raúl R. Republican 0.728 
Illinois SCHAKOWSKY, Janice D. Democrat -0.606 
Illinois DAVIS, Danny K. Democrat -0.487 
Illinois GUTIÉRREZ, Luis V. Democrat -0.485 
Illinois RUSH, Bobby L. Democrat -0.478 
Illinois KELLY, Robin L. Democrat -0.452 
Illinois QUIGLEY, Mike Democrat -0.316 
Illinois KRISHNAMOORTHI, S. Raja Democrat -0.314 
Illinois FOSTER, Bill Democrat -0.222 
Illinois BOST, Mike Republican 0.26 
Illinois DAVIS, Rodney Republican 0.294 
Illinois SHIMKUS, John M. Republican 0.372 
Illinois LaHOOD, Darin Republican 0.448 
Indiana CARSON, André Democrat -0.43 
Indiana BROOKS, Susan Republican 0.376 
Indiana BUCSHON, Larry Republican 0.388 
Indiana WALORSKI, Jackie Republican 0.447 
Indiana MESSER, Luke Republican 0.561 
Indiana ROKITA, Todd Republican 0.595 
Iowa LOEBSACK, Dave Democrat -0.277 
Iowa BLUM, Rod Republican 0.52 
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Iowa KING, Steve Republican 0.618 
Kentucky ROGERS, Harold Dallas (Hal) Republican 0.332 
Kentucky BARR, Garland H. (Andy) IV Republican 0.485 
Louisiana RICHMOND, Cedric Democrat -0.473 
Louisiana ABRAHAM, Ralph Republican 0.496 
Louisiana SCALISE, Steve Republican 0.559 
Maine POLIQUIN, Bruce Lee Republican 0.369 
Maryland RASKIN, Jamie Ben Democrat -0.551 
Maryland BROWN, Anthony Gregory Democrat -0.341 
Maryland DELANEY, John Democrat -0.275 
Maryland HARRIS, Andy Republican 0.605 
Massachusetts CAPUANO, Michael Everett Democrat -0.579 
Massachusetts McGOVERN, James P. Democrat -0.538 
Massachusetts CLARK, Katherine M. Democrat -0.49 
Massachusetts NEAL, Richard Edmund Democrat -0.416 
Massachusetts KEATING, William R. Democrat -0.328 
Michigan LAWRENCE, Brenda L Democrat -0.443 
Michigan DINGELL, Debbie Democrat -0.419 
Michigan KILDEE, Dan Democrat -0.399 
Michigan MOOLENAAR, John Republican 0.4 
Michigan WALBERG, Tim Republican 0.527 
Michigan AMASH, Justin Republican 0.658 
Minnesota ELLISON, Keith Democrat -0.543 
Minnesota McCOLLUM, Betty Democrat -0.419 
Minnesota NOLAN, Richard Michael Democrat -0.372 
Minnesota WALZ, Tim Democrat -0.274 
Minnesota PETERSON, Collin Clark Democrat -0.146 
Minnesota PAULSEN, Erik Republican 0.407 
Minnesota EMMER, Thomas Earl II Republican 0.433 
Minnesota LEWIS, Jason Mark Republican 0.495 
Mississippi HARPER, Gregg Republican 0.385 
Mississippi PALAZZO, Steven Republican 0.492 
Missouri WAGNER, Ann Republican 0.469 
Nebraska FORTENBERRY, Jeff Republican 0.3 
Nebraska BACON, Donald J. Republican 0.44 
Nebraska SMITH, Adrian Republican 0.509 
Nevada ROSEN, Jacklyn Sheryl Democrat -0.245 
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Nevada AMODEI, Mark E. Republican 0.378 
New Jersey WATSON COLEMAN, Bonnie Democrat -0.624 
New Jersey PAYNE, Donald, Jr. Democrat -0.515 
New Jersey NORCROSS, Donald Democrat -0.418 
New Jersey PALLONE, Frank, Jr. Democrat -0.402 
New Jersey SIRES, Albio Democrat -0.401 
New Jersey PASCRELL, William J., Jr. Democrat -0.366 
New Jersey SMITH, Christopher Henry Republican 0.16 
New Jersey MacARTHUR, Thomas Charles Republican 0.208 
New Jersey LANCE, Leonard Republican 0.335 
New Mexico LUJÁN, Ben Ray Democrat -0.369 
New Mexico LUJAN GRISHAM, Michelle Democrat -0.32 
New York ESPAILLAT, Adriano J. Democrat -0.617 
New York CLARKE, Yvette Diane Democrat -0.611 
New York VELÁZQUEZ, Nydia M. Democrat -0.546 
New York JEFFRIES, Hakeem Democrat -0.479 
New York SLAUGHTER, Louise McIntosh Democrat -0.466 
New York MEEKS, Gregory W. Democrat -0.414 
New York CROWLEY, Joseph Democrat -0.41 
New York HIGGINS, Brian Democrat -0.344 
New York RICE, Kathleen Maura Democrat -0.294 
New York SUOZZI, Thomas Democrat -0.213 
New York STEFANIK, Elise M Republican 0.218 
New York DONOVAN, Daniel M., Jr. Republican 0.223 
New York FASO, John J. Republican 0.246 
New York ZELDIN, Lee M Republican 0.353 
New York COLLINS, Chris Republican 0.366 
North Carolina ADAMS, Alma Democrat -0.475 
North Carolina BUTTERFIELD, George Kenneth, Jr. (G.K.) Democrat -0.404 
North Carolina PRICE, David Eugene Democrat -0.341 
North Carolina JONES, Walter Beaman, Jr. Republican 0.24 
North Carolina PITTENGER, Robert Republican 0.563 
North Carolina McHENRY, Patrick T. Republican 0.582 
North Carolina WALKER, Bradley Mark Republican 0.603 
North Carolina ROUZER, David Republican 0.619 
North Carolina MEADOWS, Mark Republican 0.626 
North Carolina HOLDING, George E.B. Republican 0.658 
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North Carolina HUDSON, Richard Republican 0.674 
North Dakota CRAMER, Kevin Republican 0.386 
Ohio FUDGE, Marcia L. Democrat -0.587 
Ohio BEATTY, Joyce Democrat -0.43 
Ohio RYAN, Timothy J. Democrat -0.403 
Ohio RENACCI, Jim Republican 0.385 
Ohio GIBBS, Bob Republican 0.459 
Ohio LATTA, Robert E. Republican 0.519 
Ohio JORDAN, Jim Republican 0.706 
Ohio DAVIDSON, Warren Republican 0.758 
Oklahoma COLE, Tom Republican 0.335 
Oklahoma RUSSELL, Steve Republican 0.469 
Oklahoma MULLIN, Markwayne Republican 0.503 
Oklahoma BRIDENSTINE, Jim Republican 0.689 
Oregon DeFAZIO, Peter Anthony Democrat -0.429 
Oregon BLUMENAUER, Earl Democrat -0.428 
Oregon BONAMICI, Suzanne Democrat -0.395 
Oregon SCHRADER, Kurt Democrat -0.19 
Pennsylvania BRADY, Robert A. Democrat -0.484 
Pennsylvania BOYLE, Brendan Francis Democrat -0.383 
Pennsylvania CARTWRIGHT, Matt Democrat -0.38 
Pennsylvania DOYLE, Michael F. Democrat -0.328 
Pennsylvania COSTELLO, Ryan Republican 0.218 
Pennsylvania FITZPATRICK, Brian K. Republican 0.225 
Pennsylvania DENT, Charles W. Republican 0.243 
Pennsylvania BARLETTA, Lou Republican 0.275 
Pennsylvania KELLY, Mike Republican 0.318 
Pennsylvania MARINO, Thomas A. Republican 0.351 
Pennsylvania ROTHFUS, Keith Republican 0.491 
Rhode Island CICILLINE, David N. Democrat -0.391 
Rhode Island LANGEVIN, James Democrat -0.375 
South Carolina CLYBURN, James Enos Democrat -0.465 
South Carolina WILSON, Addison Graves (Joe) Republican 0.547 
South Carolina DUNCAN, Jeff Republican 0.736 
South Dakota NOEM, Kristi Republican 0.396 
Tennessee COHEN, Stephen Democrat -0.403 
Tennessee COOPER, James Hayes Shofner Democrat -0.161 
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Tennessee FLEISCHMANN, Chuck Republican 0.473 
Tennessee BLACK, Diane Republican 0.581 
Tennessee DESJARLAIS, Scott Republican 0.594 
Texas JOHNSON, Eddie Bernice Democrat -0.486 
Texas JACKSON LEE, Sheila Democrat -0.458 
Texas GREEN, Al Democrat -0.434 
Texas VEASEY, Marc Democrat -0.409 
Texas CASTRO, Joaquin Democrat -0.398 
Texas GREEN, Raymond Eugene (Gene) Democrat -0.323 
Texas VELA, Filemon Democrat -0.312 
Texas CUELLAR, Henry Democrat -0.226 
Texas GRANGER, Kay Republican 0.392 
Texas HURD, William Ballard Republican 0.392 
Texas SMITH, Lamar Seeligson Republican 0.425 
Texas McCAUL, Michael T. Republican 0.45 
Texas CARTER, John R. Republican 0.467 
Texas BARTON, Joe Linus Republican 0.528 
Texas OLSON, Pete Republican 0.54 
Texas FARENTHOLD, Blake Republican 0.546 
Texas BURGESS, Michael C. Republican 0.57 
Texas SESSIONS, Pete Republican 0.586 
Texas POE, Ted Republican 0.593 
Texas GOHMERT, Louie Republican 0.597 
Texas FLORES, Bill Republican 0.606 
Texas WEBER, Randy Republican 0.715 
Utah STEWART, Chris Republican 0.521 
Utah BISHOP, Robert (Rob) Republican 0.53 
Vermont WELCH, Peter Democrat -0.408 
Virginia SCOTT, Robert C. Democrat -0.451 
Virginia MCEACHIN, Aston Donald Democrat -0.4 
Virginia BEYER, Donald Sternoff Jr. Democrat -0.394 
Virginia CONNOLLY, Gerald E. (Gerry) Democrat -0.305 
Virginia COMSTOCK, Barbara J. Republican 0.274 
Virginia WITTMAN, Robert J. Republican 0.421 
Virginia TAYLOR, Scott William Republican 0.476 
Virginia GOODLATTE, Robert William Republican 0.495 
Virginia BRAT, David A. Republican 0.839 
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Washington JAYAPAL, Pramila Democrat -0.781 
Washington LARSEN, Richard Ray (Rick) Democrat -0.365 
Washington HECK, Denny Democrat -0.316 
Washington KILMER, Derek Democrat -0.306 
Washington SMITH, Adam Democrat -0.282 
Washington DelBENE, Suzan K. Democrat -0.278 
Washington REICHERT, David G. Republican 0.223 
Washington NEWHOUSE, Daniel Milton Republican 0.365 
Washington McMORRIS RODGERS, Cathy Republican 0.43 
West Virginia MOONEY, Alex X. Republican 0.569 
Wisconsin POCAN, Mark Democrat -0.554 
Wisconsin MOORE, Gwendolynne S. (Gwen) Democrat -0.532 
Wisconsin KIND, Ron Democrat -0.263 
Wisconsin GROTHMAN, Glenn Republican 0.606 
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Appendix F – Census Bureau “My Congressional District” American Community Survey for the 
North Carolina 4th and 8th Districts 
 
Topic Subject Title District 04 Estimate 
District 08 
Estimate 
People Sex and Age Total population 847032 774967 
People Sex and Age Male 409080 378637 
People Sex and Age Female 437952 396330 
People Sex and Age Under 5 years 51060 53123 
People Sex and Age 5 to 9 years 56205 51756 
People Sex and Age 10 to 14 years 49981 51138 
People Sex and Age 15 to 19 years 58111 53143 
People Sex and Age 20 to 24 years 70845 52882 
People Sex and Age 25 to 34 years 139031 109864 
People Sex and Age 35 to 44 years 123415 98612 
People Sex and Age 45 to 54 years 113189 97599 
People Sex and Age 55 to 59 years 52157 49726 
People Sex and Age 60 to 64 years 43628 42851 
People Sex and Age 65 to 74 years 54417 69210 
People Sex and Age 75 to 84 years 23946 32643 
People Sex and Age 85 years and over 11047 12420 
People Sex and Age Median age (years) 34.9 36.3 
People Sex and Age 18 years and over 660012 587241 
People Sex and Age 65 years and over 89410 114273 
People Race Total population 847032 774967 
People Race One race 820192 747090 
People Race White 524537 509184 
People Race Black or African American 185919 181626 
People Race American Indian and Alaska Native 3446 9285 
People Race Asian 75059 16964 
People Race Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander 87 1173 
People Race Some other race 31144 28858 
People Race Two or more races 26840 27877 
People Hispanic or Latino and Race Total population 847032 774967 
People Hispanic or Latino and Race Hispanic or Latino (of any race) 86426 76701 
People Hispanic or Latino and Race Mexican 42211 39935 
People Hispanic or Latino and Race Puerto Rican 8250 13704 
People Hispanic or Latino and Race Cuban 2355 2928 
People Hispanic or Latino and Race Other Hispanic or Latino 33610 20134 
People Hispanic or Latino and Race Not Hispanic or Latino 760606 698266 
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People Place of Birth Total population 847032 774967 
People Place of Birth Native 716366 727157 
People Place of Birth Born in United States 704201 710450 
People Place of Birth State of residence 369889 426050 
People Place of Birth Different state 334312 284400 
People Place of Birth Born in Puerto Rico, U.S. Island areas, or born abroad to American parent(s) 12165 16707 
People Place of Birth Foreign born 130666 47810 
People Ancestry Total population 847032 774967 
People Ancestry American 88294 67620 
People Ancestry Arab 6286 2049 
People Ancestry Czech 1578 1283 
People Ancestry Danish 1777 1186 
People Ancestry Dutch 7962 7077 
People Ancestry English 76192 61824 
People Ancestry French (except Basque) 14051 12041 
People Ancestry French Canadian 5024 3318 
People Ancestry German 87096 92629 
People Ancestry Greek 1564 2855 
People Ancestry Hungarian 3287 1697 
People Ancestry Irish 69246 64651 
People Ancestry Italian 40594 26262 
People Ancestry Lithuanian 1736 992 
People Ancestry Norwegian 7295 4058 
People Ancestry Polish 17539 9791 
People Ancestry Portuguese 1235 1346 
People Ancestry Russian 9661 1415 
People Ancestry Scotch-Irish 18645 19791 
People Ancestry Scottish 23112 20309 
People Ancestry Slovak 1510 677 
People Ancestry Subsaharan African 15414 23699 
People Ancestry Swedish 9518 3506 
People Ancestry Swiss 1417 757 
People Ancestry Ukrainian 2532 541 
People Ancestry Welsh 9457 3485 
People Ancestry West Indian (excluding Hispanic origin groups) 3479 5281 
People Veteran Status Civilian population 18 years and over 659527 561311 
People Veteran Status Civilian veterans 39450 77465 
People Disability Status of the Civilian Noninstitutionalized Population 
Total civilian noninstitutionalized 
population 838722 740606 
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People Disability Status of the Civilian Noninstitutionalized Population With a disability 74652 107898 
People Disability Status of the Civilian Noninstitutionalized Population Under 18 years 186943 187220 
People Disability Status of the Civilian Noninstitutionalized Population With a disability 6831 9966 
People Disability Status of the Civilian Noninstitutionalized Population 18 to 64 years 564708 442366 
People Disability Status of the Civilian Noninstitutionalized Population With a disability 40259 56460 
People Disability Status of the Civilian Noninstitutionalized Population 65 years and over 87071 111020 
People Disability Status of the Civilian Noninstitutionalized Population With a disability 27562 41472 
People Residence 1 Year Ago Population 1 year and over 837906 764005 
People Residence 1 Year Ago Same house 661181 642697 
People Residence 1 Year Ago Different house in the U.S. 166506 116944 
People Residence 1 Year Ago Same county 94752 55383 
People Residence 1 Year Ago Different county 71754 61561 
People Residence 1 Year Ago Same state 40697 29900 
People Residence 1 Year Ago Different state 31057 31661 
People Residence 1 Year Ago Abroad 10219 4364 
Workers Employment Status Population 16 years and over 678111 608410 
Workers Employment Status In labor force 482754 379886 
Workers Employment Status Civilian labor force 482269 353956 
Workers Employment Status Employed 461457 328543 
Workers Employment Status Unemployed 20812 25413 
Workers Employment Status Armed Forces 485 25930 
Workers Employment Status Not in labor force 195357 228524 
Workers Employment Status Civilian labor force 482269 353956 
Workers Employment Status Unemployment Rate 4.3 7.2 
Workers Commuting to Work Workers 16 years and over 455178 346570 
Workers Commuting to Work Car, truck, or van -- drove alone 350611 288983 
Workers Commuting to Work Car, truck, or van -- carpooled 36636 30306 
Workers Commuting to Work Public transportation (excluding taxicab) 12126 1519 
Workers Commuting to Work Walked 10517 7525 
Workers Commuting to Work Other means 8205 3384 
Workers Commuting to Work Worked at home 37083 14853 
Workers Commuting to Work Mean travel time to work (minutes) 22.7 24.2 
Workers Occupation Civilian employed population 16 years and over 461457 328543 
Workers Occupation Management, business, science, and arts occupations 239072 113745 
Workers Occupation Service occupations 64833 63887 
Workers Occupation Sales and office occupations 104991 72655 
Workers Occupation Natural resources, construction, and maintenance occupations 23880 33884 
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Workers Occupation Production, transportation, and material moving occupations 28681 44372 
Workers Industry Civilian employed population 16 years and over 461457 328543 
Workers Industry Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and mining 1569 3624 
Workers Industry Construction 21619 22531 
Workers Industry Manufacturing 35169 36745 
Workers Industry Wholesale trade 9711 8317 
Workers Industry Retail trade 42455 41186 
Workers Industry Transportation and warehousing, and utilities 15126 12717 
Workers Industry Information 12388 5277 
Workers Industry Finance and insurance, and real estate and rental and leasing 33983 17862 
Workers Industry 
Professional, scientific, and 
management, and administrative and 
waste management services 
81724 24799 
Workers Industry Educational services, and health care and social assistance 113218 84198 
Workers Industry Arts, entertainment, and recreation, and accommodation and food services 48618 32741 
Workers Industry Other services, except public administration 24744 15584 
Workers Industry Public administration 21133 22962 
Workers Class of Worker Civilian employed population 16 years and over 461457 328543 
Workers Class of Worker Private wage and salary workers 365638 248323 
Workers Class of Worker Government workers 72183 59879 
Workers Class of Worker Self-employed in own not incorporated business workers 22581 19881 
Workers Class of Worker Unpaid family workers 1055 460 
Housing Housing Occupancy Total housing units 353683 337184 
Housing Housing Occupancy Occupied housing units 321545 288388 
Housing Housing Occupancy Vacant housing units 32138 48796 
Housing Housing Occupancy Homeowner vacancy rate 1.4 3.3 
Housing Housing Occupancy Rental vacancy rate 6.6 7.2 
Housing Housing Tenure Occupied housing units 321545 288388 
Housing Housing Tenure Owner-occupied 179829 184293 
Housing Housing Tenure Renter-occupied 141716 104095 
Housing Housing Tenure Average household size of owner-occupied unit 2.65 2.66 
Housing Housing Tenure Average household size of renter-occupied unit 2.39 2.55 
Housing Year Householder Moved into Unit Occupied housing units 321545 288388 
Housing Year Householder Moved into Unit Moved in 2015 or later 83674 60223 
Housing Year Householder Moved into Unit Moved in 2010 to 2014 104661 76353 
Housing Year Householder Moved into Unit Moved in 2000 to 2009 75772 71826 
Housing Year Householder Moved into Unit Moved in 1990 to 1999 32697 35852 
Housing Year Householder Moved into Unit Moved in 1980 to 1989 12492 21097 
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Housing Year Householder Moved into Unit Moved in 1979 and earlier 12249 23037 
Housing Value Owner-occupied units 179829 184293 
Housing Value Less than $50,000 4414 12838 
Housing Value $50,000 to $99,999 5975 34505 
Housing Value $100,000 to $149,999 22286 40002 
Housing Value $150,000 to $199,999 27017 33064 
Housing Value $200,000 to $299,999 47583 35834 
Housing Value $300,000 to $499,999 50406 21175 
Housing Value $500,000 to $999,999 20478 6013 
Housing Value $1,000,000 or more 1670 862 
Housing Value Median (dollars) 259400 156000 
Housing Mortgage Status Owner-occupied units 179829 184293 
Housing Mortgage Status Housing units with a mortgage 135103 117383 
Housing Mortgage Status Housing units without a mortgage 44726 66910 
Housing Selected Monthly Owner Costs(SMOC) Housing units with a mortgage 135103 117383 
Housing Selected Monthly Owner Costs(SMOC) Less than $500 1664 3014 
Housing Selected Monthly Owner Costs(SMOC) $500 to $999 20036 37927 
Housing Selected Monthly Owner Costs(SMOC) $1,000 to $1,499 44983 40567 
Housing Selected Monthly Owner Costs(SMOC) $1,500 to $1,999 31169 21527 
Housing Selected Monthly Owner Costs(SMOC) $2,000 to $2,499 17657 9181 
Housing Selected Monthly Owner Costs(SMOC) $2,500 to $2,999 9265 2543 
Housing Selected Monthly Owner Costs(SMOC) $3,000 or more 10329 2624 
Housing Selected Monthly Owner Costs(SMOC) Median (dollars) 1512 1201 
Housing Selected Monthly Owner Costs(SMOC) Housing units without a mortgage 44726 66910 
Housing Selected Monthly Owner Costs(SMOC) Less than $250 3725 12721 
Housing Selected Monthly Owner Costs(SMOC) $250 to $399 10056 25698 
Housing Selected Monthly Owner Costs(SMOC) $400 to $599 16498 19590 
Housing Selected Monthly Owner Costs(SMOC) $600 to $799 8548 6399 
Housing Selected Monthly Owner Costs(SMOC) $800 to $999 3011 1540 
Housing Selected Monthly Owner Costs(SMOC) $1,000 or more 2888 962 
Housing Selected Monthly Owner Costs(SMOC) Median (dollars) 494 371 
Housing Gross Rent Occupied units paying rent 138529 98810 
Housing Gross Rent Less than $500 5143 10189 
Housing Gross Rent $500 to $999 53914 57795 
Housing Gross Rent $1,000 to $1,499 59444 24948 
Housing Gross Rent $1,500 to $1,999 14542 4710 
Housing Gross Rent $2,000 to $2,499 3300 918 
Housing Gross Rent $2,500 to $2,999 1062 175 
Housing Gross Rent $3,000 or more 1124 75 
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Housing Gross Rent Median (dollars) 1063 831 
Housing Gross Rent No rent paid 3187 5285 
Socioeconomic Income and Benefits (In 2016 inflation-adjusted dollars) Total households 321545 288388 
Socioeconomic Income and Benefits (In 2016 inflation-adjusted dollars) Less than $10,000 14888 19052 
Socioeconomic Income and Benefits (In 2016 inflation-adjusted dollars) $10,000 to $14,999 9614 15674 
Socioeconomic Income and Benefits (In 2016 inflation-adjusted dollars) $15,000 to $24,999 21410 30220 
Socioeconomic Income and Benefits (In 2016 inflation-adjusted dollars) $25,000 to $34,999 26112 34242 
Socioeconomic Income and Benefits (In 2016 inflation-adjusted dollars) $35,000 to $49,999 39780 43069 
Socioeconomic Income and Benefits (In 2016 inflation-adjusted dollars) $50,000 to $74,999 58156 57298 
Socioeconomic Income and Benefits (In 2016 inflation-adjusted dollars) $75,000 to $99,999 47563 35704 
Socioeconomic Income and Benefits (In 2016 inflation-adjusted dollars) $100,000 to $149,999 50820 32673 
Socioeconomic Income and Benefits (In 2016 inflation-adjusted dollars) $150,000 to $199,000 25061 11798 
Socioeconomic Income and Benefits (In 2016 inflation-adjusted dollars) $200,000 or more 28141 8658 
Socioeconomic Income and Benefits (In 2016 inflation-adjusted dollars) Median household income (dollars) 70587 50570 
Socioeconomic Income and Benefits (In 2016 inflation-adjusted dollars) Mean household income (dollars) 95789 65621 
Socioeconomic Health Insurance Coverage Civilian noninstitutionalized population 838722 740606 
Socioeconomic Health Insurance Coverage With health insurance coverage 768236 673358 
Socioeconomic Health Insurance Coverage With private health insurance 657024 515308 
Socioeconomic Health Insurance Coverage With public coverage 187020 268307 
Socioeconomic Health Insurance Coverage No health insurance coverage 70486 67248 
Socioeconomic Health Insurance Coverage Civilian noninstitutionalized population under 18 years 186943 187220 
Socioeconomic Health Insurance Coverage No health insurance coverage 7591 5250 
Socioeconomic 
Percentage of Families and People Whose 
Income in the Past 12 Months is Below the 
Poverty Level 
All families 6.8 11.7 
Socioeconomic 
Percentage of Families and People Whose 
Income in the Past 12 Months is Below the 
Poverty Level 
With related children of the 
householder under 18 years 10.6 19 
Socioeconomic 
Percentage of Families and People Whose 
Income in the Past 12 Months is Below the 
Poverty Level 
With related children of the 
householder under 5 years only 7.8 19.8 
Socioeconomic 
Percentage of Families and People Whose 
Income in the Past 12 Months is Below the 
Poverty Level 
Married couple families 2.9 4.8 
Socioeconomic 
Percentage of Families and People Whose 
Income in the Past 12 Months is Below the 
Poverty Level 
With related children of the 
householder under 18 years 4.2 7.2 
Socioeconomic 
Percentage of Families and People Whose 
Income in the Past 12 Months is Below the 
Poverty Level 
With related children of the 
householder under 5 years only 3.9 5.9 
Socioeconomic 
Percentage of Families and People Whose 
Income in the Past 12 Months is Below the 
Poverty Level 
Families with female householder, no 
husband present 21.2 32.9 
Socioeconomic 
Percentage of Families and People Whose 
Income in the Past 12 Months is Below the 
Poverty Level 
With related children of the 
householder under 18 years 28.6 42.7 
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Socioeconomic 
Percentage of Families and People Whose 
Income in the Past 12 Months is Below the 
Poverty Level 
With related children of the 
householder under 5 years only 21 50.3 
Socioeconomic 
Percentage of Families and People Whose 
Income in the Past 12 Months is Below the 
Poverty Level 
All people 11.1 15.3 
Socioeconomic 
Percentage of Families and People Whose 
Income in the Past 12 Months is Below the 
Poverty Level 
Under 18 years 14.3 23.1 
Socioeconomic 
Percentage of Families and People Whose 
Income in the Past 12 Months is Below the 
Poverty Level 
Related children of the householder 
under 18 years 14 22.6 
Socioeconomic 
Percentage of Families and People Whose 
Income in the Past 12 Months is Below the 
Poverty Level 
Related children of the householder 
under 5 years 17.6 26 
Socioeconomic 
Percentage of Families and People Whose 
Income in the Past 12 Months is Below the 
Poverty Level 
Related children of the householder 5 to 
17 years 12.7 21.3 
Socioeconomic 
Percentage of Families and People Whose 
Income in the Past 12 Months is Below the 
Poverty Level 
18 years and over 10.2 12.7 
Socioeconomic 
Percentage of Families and People Whose 
Income in the Past 12 Months is Below the 
Poverty Level 
65 years and over 5.1 8.2 
Socioeconomic 
Percentage of Families and People Whose 
Income in 
the Past 12 Months is Below the Poverty Level 
People in families 7.8 13.2 
Socioeconomic 
Percentage of Families and People Whose 
Income in the Past 12 Months is Below the 
Poverty Level 
Unrelated individuals 15 years and over 21.4 25 
Education School Enrollment Population 3 years and over enrolled in school 240340 198447 
Education School Enrollment Nursery school, preschool 13384 11422 
Education School Enrollment Kindergarten 11613 8700 
Education School Enrollment Elementary school (grades 1-8) 85594 81929 
Education School Enrollment High school (grades 9-12) 38761 45108 
Education School Enrollment College or graduate school 90988 51288 
Education Educational Attainment Population 25 years and over 560830 512925 
Education Educational Attainment Less than 9th grade 20259 19243 
Education Educational Attainment 9th to 12th grade, no diploma 22992 35533 
Education Educational Attainment High school graduate (includes equivalency) 74469 135730 
Education Educational Attainment Some college, no degree 93753 130959 
Education Educational Attainment Associate's degree 43974 55507 
Education Educational Attainment Bachelor's degree 178800 89548 
Education Educational Attainment Graduate or professional degree 126583 46405 
Education Educational Attainment Percent high school graduate or higher 92.3 89.3 
Education Educational Attainment Percent bachelor's degree or higher 54.5 26.5 
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Appendix G – Census Bureau “My Congressional District” Business Patterns for the North    
Carolina 4th and 8th Districts 
 
Topic Subject Title District 04 Estimate 
District 08 
Estimate 
Business Paid employees for pay period including March 12 Total for all sectors 461441 198756 
Business Paid employees for pay period including March 12 Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting 93 350 
Business Paid employees for pay period including March 12 Mining, quarrying, and oil and gas extraction 151 212 
Business Paid employees for pay period including March 12 Utilities 2115 566 
Business Paid employees for pay period including March 12 Construction 21383 10069 
Business Paid employees for pay period including March 12 Manufacturing 16840 21052 
Business Paid employees for pay period including March 12 Wholesale trade 30302 5710 
Business Paid employees for pay period including March 12 Retail trade 54366 36143 
Business Paid employees for pay period including March 12 Transportation and warehousing 11323 5204 
Business Paid employees for pay period including March 12 Information 24702 2440 
Business Paid employees for pay period including March 12 Finance and insurance 25824 4213 
Business Paid employees for pay period including March 12 Real estate and rental and leasing 8137 2654 
Business Paid employees for pay period including March 12 Professional, scientific, and technical services 64705 7347 
Business Paid employees for pay period including March 12 Management of companies and enterprises 16626 1508 
Business Paid employees for pay period including March 12 
Administrative and support and waste 
management and remediation services 35693 12200 
Business Paid employees for pay period including March 12 Educational services 9264 4075 
Business Paid employees for pay period including March 12 Health care and social assistance 65112 40294 
Business Paid employees for pay period including March 12 Arts, entertainment, and recreation 8262 4994 
Business Paid employees for pay period including March 12 Accommodation and food services 47417 30240 
Business Paid employees for pay period including March 12 Other services (except public administration) 19008 9453 
Business Paid employees for pay period including March 12 Industries not classified 118 32 
Business Annual payroll ($1,000) Total for all sectors 26743319 6923401 
Business Annual payroll ($1,000) Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting 3584 14883 
Business Annual payroll ($1,000) Mining, quarrying, and oil and gas extraction 11131 10686 
Business Annual payroll ($1,000) Utilities 205482 41292 
Business Annual payroll ($1,000) Construction 1136069 439249 
Business Annual payroll ($1,000) Manufacturing 1093763 944708 
Business Annual payroll ($1,000) Wholesale trade 3098076 280687 
Business Annual payroll ($1,000) Retail trade 1509737 874396 
Business Annual payroll ($1,000) Transportation and warehousing 500324 210323 
Business Annual payroll ($1,000) Information 2113725 115504 
Business Annual payroll ($1,000) Finance and insurance 2274569 226662 
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Business Annual payroll ($1,000) Real estate and rental and leasing 440836 100675 
Business Annual payroll ($1,000) Professional, scientific, and technical services 5951017 363073 
Business Annual payroll ($1,000) Management of companies and enterprises 1949953 140373 
Business Annual payroll ($1,000) Administrative and support and waste management and remediation services 1360105 337966 
Business Annual payroll ($1,000) Educational services 308978 115084 
Business Annual payroll ($1,000) Health care and social assistance 3088942 1826986 
Business Annual payroll ($1,000) Arts, entertainment, and recreation 217560 220234 
Business Annual payroll ($1,000) Accommodation and food services 803209 442094 
Business Annual payroll ($1,000) Other services (except public administration) 673015 218096 
Business Annual payroll ($1,000) Industries not classified 3244 430 
Business Total Establishments Total for all sectors 24591 13777 
Business Total Establishments Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting 20 66 
Business Total Establishments Mining, quarrying, and oil and gas extraction 13 20 
Business Total Establishments Utilities 50 36 
Business Total Establishments Construction 1784 1345 
Business Total Establishments Manufacturing 533 511 
Business Total Establishments Wholesale trade 1212 521 
Business Total Establishments Retail trade 3059 2476 
Business Total Establishments Transportation and warehousing 394 343 
Business Total Establishments Information 598 156 
Business Total Establishments Finance and insurance 1486 726 
Business Total Establishments Real estate and rental and leasing 1301 691 
Business Total Establishments Professional, scientific, and technical services 4393 1189 
Business Total Establishments Management of companies and enterprises 300 59 
Business Total Establishments Administrative and support and waste management and remediation services 1499 710 
Business Total Establishments Educational services 473 138 
Business Total Establishments Health care and social assistance 2563 1609 
Business Total Establishments Arts, entertainment, and recreation 399 245 
Business Total Establishments Accommodation and food services 2220 1332 
Business Total Establishments Other services (except public administration) 2208 1583 
Business Total Establishments Industries not classified 86 21 
 
